
 
AGENDA  

REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
 

McCloskey Conference Room 
Special Meeting  

September 2, 2015  
5:00 p.m. 

 
I.  ROLL CALL 

 
II.  READING OF THE MINUTES – August 18, 2015 

 
III.  EXAMINATION OF CLAIMS  –August 28, 2015 for $143,740.70 

 
IV.  EXAMINATION OF PAYROLL REGISTERS –August 21, 2015 for $28,237.25 

 
V. REPORT OF OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES 

A. Director’s Report 
B. Treasurer Report 
C. Legal Report 
D. CTP Update Report 

 
      IV.      NEW BUSINESS –  

A. RESOLUTION 15-48:  Approval of Project Review and Approval Form regarding an 
Addition and Renovations at the Animal Shelter  

B. RESOLUTION 15-49:  Approval of Project Review and Approval Form Regarding 
Lighting Upgrades at the Buskirk-Chumley, Theater, Miller-Showers Park, Waldron Hill, 
and Buskirk Park, along the B-Line Trail, at the Morton Street Garage, and at the 7th and 
Walnut Street Garage 

C. RESOLUTION 15-64: Project Review and Approval Form regarding Upgrades to the 
Allison-Jukebox Community Center 

D. RESOLUTION 15-65: Project Review and Approval Form regarding Upgrades to the 
Building and Trades Park 

E. RESOLUTION 15-66: Project Review and Approval Form regarding Upgrades to RCA 
Park  
   

VI.  BUSINESS/GENERAL DISCUSSION 
A.  Adjustment to the 2016 Calendar 

 
   VIII. ADJOURNMENT  



 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA  
MET on Tuesday, August 18, 2015 at 5:00 p.m. in the Showers City Hall, McCloskey Conference 

Room, 401 North Morton Street, with David Walter presiding 
 
 

I.  ROLL CALL 
Commissioners Present:  David Walter, Elizabeth Kehoe, John West, Katie Birge, and Sue 
Sgambelluri 
 
Commissioners Absent:  Kelly Smith  
 
Staff Present:  Lisa Abbott, Director; Christina Finley, Housing Specialist 
 
Other(s) Present:  Danise Alano-Martin, Director of Economic & Sustainable 
Development; Thomas Cameron, Assistant City Attorney; Jeffrey Underwood, City 
Controller; David Miller, Tom Trillo, Justin Loveless, Warren Cutshall 
 

II.  READING OF THE MINUTES – Katie Birge made a motion to approve the August 3, 2015 
and the August 3, executive session minutes.  Elizabeth Kehoe seconded the motion.  The 
board unanimously approved.   
 

III.  EXAMINATION OF CLAIMS  –John West made a motion to approve the claims for August 
14, 2015 for $107,175.53.  Katie Birge seconded the motion.  The board unanimously 
approved.   

 
IV.  EXAMINATION OF PAYROLL REGISTERS –Sue Sgambelluri made a motion to approve 

the payroll register for August 7, 2015.  Elizabeth Kehoe seconded the motion.  The board 
unanimously approved.   

 
       V.       REPORT OF OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES  

CTP Report.  A CTP update report was included in the commission packet.  Danise Alano- 
Martin was available to answer any questions.  The CTP report referred to some buildings 
having a “grandfathered” level of service; Sue Sgambelluri asked Danise Alano-Martin to 
explain what that means.  Danise Alano-Martin stated it relates to the electricity service.  Some 
of the buildings on the Morton side of the alley have a combined level of service; a three phase, 
single phase, or a combination of utility service.  If utility connections are going to be changed, 
Duke Energy now requires you to choose one or the other service.   
 
Danise Alano-Martin stated the Service Garage Roof Repair quotes were due back to facilities 
staff Tuesday, August 4, 2015, however, the City received no quotes despite meeting and 
touring the Service Garage with several contractors.  The Administration’s recommendation is 
to move forward with the Service Garage Sale, providing we have bids the RDC want to 
pursue.  This would allow the future owner to initiate repairs in line with their building plans.   
 
NEW BUSINESS – 
A.  Opening of bids.  David Walter read into record the summary of responses to the 
Notices of Offering for 601, 607, and 613 North Morton.  The commissioners will take the 
bids under advisement.   

 



B. RESOLUTION 15-58:  Approval of Publication Costs Regarding Morton Street 
Properties.  A copy of the legal notice was attached to the Resolution 15-58.  This is a request 
to have the RDC pay for costs associated with listing 607 and 613 North Morton (lot 6 & 7) 
for sale. 

 
Katie Birge made a motion to approve Resolution 15-58:  Sue Sgambelluri seconded the 
motion.  The board unanimously approved.     

 
C. RESOLUTION 15-59:  Approval to amend Redevelopment Commission Resolution 12- 
31.  Lisa Abbott stated Resolution 12-31 authorized the expenditure of funds not to exceed 
$28,000 for services related to the application for a Letter of Map Revision for Clear Creek 
and the west branch of Clear Creek.  The RDC has paid $27,342, leaving a remaining balance 
of $658.00.  Lisa Abbott explained final payment can’t be issued until we hear from FEMA.  
Resolution 15-59 is requesting to extend the expiration date for Resolution 12-31 to December 
31, 2015.   
 
John West made a motion to approve Resolution 15-59.  Elizabeth Kehoe seconded the 
motion.  The board unanimously approved.   

 
D. RESOLUTION 15-60:  Approval of Project Review and Approval Form regarding 10th 
Street Realignment.  The CTP update report was included in the commission packet.  It stated 
we are seeking retroactive approval of this Project Review and Approval Form for the 10th 
Street Realignment project.  The Redevelopment Commission approved a design contract in 
February 2015 with Anderson+Bohlander and their sub-contractors to begin work on the 10th 
Street Realignment.  The contract includes utility infrastructure and relocations as well as 
adding utilities into 10th Street.  Danise Alano-Martin distributed a diagram to the 
commissioners showing some of the engineering work.  Streetscape is still in progress; we are 
trying to stay within our original proposed construction estimates. The contract includes 
improvements in the North/South alley, between Morton Street and the Dimension Mill 
Building.  A branding component is included, which has been discussed in previous RDC 
meetings.   
 
Andrew Cibor, City Engineer for Planning and Transportation, is listed as a co-project 
manager. Once the bid process begins this will become a Planning and Transportation project.  
The project is a combination of the CTP Master Plan and the Utility and Drainage Master Plan.  
We anticipate construction cost at $5 million.  There is property along the alley that the RDC 
does not own which may be required for the improvements.  Danise Alano-Martin stated we 
may need to purchase the property or acquire right-of-way.  The existing alley, the pavement 
itself, does not completely sit on the platted right-of-way.  While improving the alley we want 
to make sure the physical alley aligns with the platted right-of-way.  Right-of-way may need to 
be acquired on the Eastside, Northside, and Westside of the alley.  There is a possibility of 
expanding right-of-way toward the Dimension Mill.  All of these items will be further 
addressed as the engineering consultant gets further into her details.  The existing 10th Street 
has a combination of right-of-way and private ownership (where the owner is the RDC). There 
will be vacation of right-of-way (from the existing/“old” 10th Street) and then dedication of 
right-of-way (to complete the new 10th Street) from the RDC to the City of Bloomington.   
 
Additionally, the City has been discussing a land-swap with the owner of the property north of 
10th Street (currently a parking lot); the City will need to either acquire this property in whole 
or acquire enough for 10th Street right-of-way. John West stated we have been having this 
discussion for a long time and would like to move forward.  Danise Alano-Martin explained 



there is some overlap of principal parties related to the land-swap as well as interest in bidding 
on the Showers Administration Building; and the parties have expressed not wanting to 
continue discussion on the land swap until it is clear what the outcome will be with the 
building.  John West asked what the process is for acquiring right-of-way.  Lisa Abbott 
explained two appraisals are obtained and the average of the two will be offered.  John West 
suggested obtaining appraisals and using them for which ever avenue we take; land swap or 
right-of-way acquisition.  Danise Alano-Martin stated typically we have not proceeded with 
appraisals until quotes are brought to the RDC.  John West stated we have done enough 
appraisals that we have a good idea of what it is going to cost.  Jeff Underwood suggested 
having a new resolution, which can be approved at tonight’s meeting giving approval to move 
forward with the appraisals.  The resolution can have a not-to-exceed amount included.  Once 
the actual quotes are received, the resolution can be amended.  The resolution number will be 
15-63.   
 
Katie Birge made a motion to approve Resolution 15-60.  Sue Sgambelluri seconded the 
motion.  The board unanimously approved.   
 
E. RESOLUTION 15-61:  Approval to amend Redevelopment Commission Resolution 15- 
23:  Resolution 13-36 authorized the expenditure of funds not to exceed $9,000 for an ALTA 
Survey performed by Bledsoe Riggert and Guerrettaz, Inc. and for related title search cost 
from John Bethel Title Company, Inc.  Resolution 15-23 amended Resolution 13-36 to provide 
a set termination date.  Resolution 15-61 is requesting to extend the termination date for the 
funding originally authorized by 13-36, so the invoice for tittle search costs from John Bethel 
Title Company, Inc. for $250 can be paid.  The funding authorization of $9,000 authorized by 
Resolution 13-36 is reduced to $8,050.   
 
John West made a motion to approve Resolution 15-61.  Sue Sgambelluri seconded the 
motion.  The board unanimously approved.   
 
RESOLUTION 15-62:  Approval of funding to appraise parcels within the CTP.  The parcels 
between Rogers and Morton (the parcels not related to the Showers Administration Building) 
and the parcels north of 10th Street are often referred to as the Middle Parcels.  One of the 
appraisals was for what we call Area 4 on the development area map. Danise Alano-Martin 
showed the commissioners the parcel on the previously distributed map.  The parcel was 
appraised with what is currently the existing 10th Street, some of which is included as part of 
the parcel.  It is unlikely that parcel will sell as it has been appraised.  In order to move that 
piece of the redevelopment plan forward, another appraisal is needed.   
 
Thomas Cameron stated we reached out to three appraisers; two who had appraised it 
previously.  One came in with a competitive bid and timeline.  One came in with a less 
competitive bid and timeline. The third appraiser was less expensive and had a more 
competitive timeline than one of the appraisers who had previously appraised the Area.  John 
West asked about the local experience of the appraisers. Thomas Cameron said all of the 
appraisers contacted are local.  We are somewhat restricted because of the City’s approved 
vendors list.  Staff confirmed that it looks like it is just the one area to be re-appraised.   
 
Sue Sgambelluri made a motion to approve Resolution 15-62.  Elizabeth Kehoe seconded the 
motion.  The board unanimously approved.   
 
 
 



F. RESOLUTION 15-63:  Approval to move forward with obtaining appraisals for the right 
of-way acquisition for 10th Street right-of-way, the parcel considered for land swap, and the 
alley. 
 
John West moved to have staff obtain two separate appraisals for the right-of-way or property 
required for 10th Street, the resulting parcel south of 10th Street and the associated alley that is 
adjacent to these parcels, in an amount not-to-exceed $7,000.  Sue Sgambelluri seconded the 
motion.  The board unanimously approved.   
 
G. VII. BUSINESS/GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 
       VIII.  ADJOURNMENT 
                 The meeting adjourned at 6:10 p.m.   
 
 
                ______________________________   _____________________________ 
     David Walter, President     Elizabeth Kehoe, Secretary    
 
                ______________________________ 
                Date 
 



MARK KRUZAN JEFFREY H. UNDERWOOD, CPA 
MAYOR CON"fROLLER 

CITY OF BLOOMINGTON CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 

401 N Morton St p 8.12.349.3416 
Post Office Box 100 f 812.349.3456 
Bloomington IN 47402 controller@bloomington .ln.gov 

Claims Register Cover Letter 

To: Redevelopment Commission 
From: Jeffrey Underwood, Treasurer 
Date: 
Re: Claims Register 

City staff, Department Heads and I have reviewed the Claims listed in the Claims 
Register covering the time period from ()-/ ~-) S to 8" - ~8'- 15C. 'In signing 
below, I am expressing my opinion that based on that review; these claims have complied 
with the City's internal claims approval process, including the submission of documentation 
and the necessary signatures and internal approvals. 

Jeffrey H. Und.erwood. 
Jeffrey H. Underwood, CPA 
Controller . 

In conSUltation with Lisa Abbott, Director of Housing and Neighborhood 
Development, I have reviewed the Claims Register covering the time period from 
e ... 1& '" IS to 8 ¥ 2,8 -I S with respect to claims to be paid from Tax Increment. In 
signing below, I am expressing my opinion that based on that review; these claims are a 
permissible use of Tax Increment. 

... ......, 


mailto:controller@bloomington.ln.gov


Board of Redevelopment Claim Register *~~ 
InvoIce Date Range 08/18/15 - 08/28/15

fi~ 
Vendor Invoice No. Invoice Oescriptlon Status Held Reasoll Invoice D~te Due Date G/ L Date Received Date Payment Date Invoice Amount 

fund 101 - Gener~' Fund 
l)epartmt'nt. 15  HAND 
ProglUm 150500 - Housing 
Account 53960 - Grants 
15 - Big Brothers 81g SIsters Of Monroe Beauregard-S/15 lS-JHSSF-8BBS-match Paid by EFT IF 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 663.00 
County Inc support spec. 8547 
18311 - New Leaf/New Life, INC 8.6.2015 15-JHSSF for New Leaf Paid by EFf # 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28[2015 1,920.00 

New ute program 8745 
12129 - Stepping Stones, L'lC Payroll-? /26-8/8 15-JHSSF-payroll Pa id by EFT # 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/ 2015 08/28/ 2015 3,996.92 

7/26/15-8/8/15- 6?86 
12443 - Volunteers In Medidne Clinic Of July 2015 15-JHSSF fo r VIM 2015 Paid by EFT # 08/ 18/2015 08/1 8/2015 08/2S/2015 08/ 28[201 5 3,307.67 
Monroe Countv.lNC expenses Juiy 2015 8808 

Account 53960 - Grants Tot.1ls I,woice Transactions 4 $9,867.59 

Program 150500 - Houshlg Totals Invoice TransactJo ns 4 $9,887.59 

Program 151000 - Nulghbnrhoorl 
lIccount 47260 • Snle of Seral' 
Matlock Heights REFUND- 15-scrap metal funds- Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/ 28/2015 37.29 

MATLOCK H Matlock Heights /I 61276 
Account 47260 - Sale of Scrap Tot" ls InvOlce Transacttons 1 $37.29 

Account 539(j{) - Grants 
54546 - Charles Y Coghlan, DMD (Office 5178lA 1S-Nelghborhood Paid by EFT # 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08128[2015 &65.00 
Easel) SUPPOlt - Door Hangers 8663 

Account 53960 - Grants Totals Invoice Transactions 1 $665.00 

ProglUm 151000 - Neighbwhood Totals Invoice Transactions 2 $702.29 

Program 152000 - Histone Preservatl<>n 
Accollnt 53160 - InstrlJctlon 
1225 - Usa P Abbott Ttalnlng-Hlstori lS-Hlstoric Tralnlng-B. Paid by EFT 4 08/ 18/2015 08/16/2015 08/28/2015 08/2612015 495.00 

EmenhlS<!r-l1/2-1116/15- 8639 
Account 53160 - Instruction Totals Invoice Transoctions 1 $495.00 

Pi'ogl1lm 152000  tIi$tor/c PrEl5ervatlll!1 Tot.ls Invoice T ransildJons 1 $495.00 

Department 15  HAND Totals Invoice Transaction, 7 $11,084.88 

Fund 101 • General Fund Tolills Invoice TrunsacUons 7 $11,084.88 

Fund 250 - CD 13G 
Department 15  HAND 
Program 150000  ""afn 
Account 53220 - Postage 
205 - City Of Bloomington BPO-7/14/15 lS-COBG Postage-PC Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/26[2015 19.99 

reimb-Blgtn Post Office 1/ 10401 
mount 53220  Purrtil .lI~ Totals Invoice TransilCl:fons 1 $19.99 

Account 53230 - Travel 
205 - aty Of Bloomington 32200 1S-CDBG Trallel Paid by Che~k 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28[2015 08[28/2015 10.00 

205 - Oty Of Bloomington 32214 
(parklng)-2-days-PC 
15-cDBG Travel 

1/ 10401 
PaId by Check 08/18/ 2015 08/18/2015 08/28[2015 08[28/ 2015 5.00 

(pBrklng)-PC relmb-L. /I 10401 
Account 53230 - Travel Totals Invo!ce TlUnsa<.tions 2 $15.00 

Account 53990 - OUler Services and ChargeJ> 
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205 - City Of Bloomington 000291642 lS-CD8G-PC relmb-Mo Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 OS/28f2015 08/28/2015 11.00 
Co Recorder-8f?/15 If: 1001 

205 - City Of Bloomington 0002914~ IS-<:DBG-PC reimb-Mo Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/Z015 08/Z8/201S 12.00 
Co Recorder-7/31/15 11 10401 

205 - ety Of Bloomington 000288700 15-CDBG-PC relmb-Mo Paid by Check 08/ 18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08i28/2015 13.00 
Co Recorder-4/29/15 If: 10~01 

205 - Oty Of Bloomington 000290914 15-<:08G-PC relmb-Mo Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/ 28/2015 08/28/2015 13.00 
Co Recorder-7/15/15 If: 10401 

205 - aty Of Bloomington 000290737 IS-cDSG-P.C relmb-Mo Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 44 .00 
Co Recorder-7/10/1s If: 10401 

q? - Community KItchen Of Monroe County, JUNE/JULY-20IS lS-COBG-SS-June Paid by EFT # 08/18/2015 08/ 18/ 2015 OS/28/2015 08/28/2015 3,607.17 
INC (26,776 meals) and July 72 
174 - Hoosier Hills Food Bank INC 6/1-7/31/2.015 15-COBG-SS-HHFB-6/1- Paid by EFT If: 08/18/2015 08/ 18/2015 08/28/201, 08/28/2015 18,895.55 

7/31/15 73 
1785 - Monroe County land lltJe Co., INC 429WJed lS-<:DBG DP/CC for Paid by Cneck 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 5,000.00 
(Tltle Plus) Lenman 429 West Jed # 10~02 
232 - Monroe County United Ministries Chlldcare-June15 15-COBG-SS-01i1dcare Paid by EFT It 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/Z8/201S 08/28/2015 18,040.00 

payroll summary-June 74 
4690 - t~onroe Owen App raisal, INC Falrvlew-7/30/15 lS-<:OBG Curb & Paid by EFT II 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/L8/2015 08/28/2015 800.00 

Sidewair. -So Fairview 75 
1102 - Mother Hubbard 's Cupboard #1 lS-<:DBG-SS·]une 2015 Paid by EFT 11 08/18/L015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 11,127.50 

Food Pantry program 76 
1077· Wegener ConstructJon, INC 3229SAcadia l S-Q)BG HMAl Christina Pa id by EFT II 08/1S/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 1,850.00 

Bolton -3229 S. Acadia 77 
Account 53990 - Other Services and Charges Total!; Invoice Tra>lsactJons 12 $59,413.22 

f'cu!)rum 150000 - M;>in Totals I .lvolce TransactJoll5 15 $59,448 .21 

Department 15 - HAND Totals Invoice Transactions 15 $59,448.21 

Fund 250 - CDllG Totals InvDice Trilflsactiorrs 15 $59,448.21 
Fund 254 - HOME 
Departmerrt 15 - KAND 
Program 150000 - Main 
Account 53990 - Other Services anti Charges 
930 - Bloomington Restorations, INC 8234th-7/31/1S lS-HOME-expenses-823 Pa id by EFT /I 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/Z015 08/28/2015 35,364.31 

W. 4th St-Involce date 51 
4483 - at)' Lawn Corporation 10080 lS·HOME Admin·Lots Pa id by Ch.ck 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 06i28/2015 08/28/2015 120.00 

l&2-Everyreen VlU.ge· # 5415 
Account 53990 - Other Services and Charge,; Totals Involce Transactions 2 $35,484 .31 

Program 150000 - Main TotdlS Invoice Trans.lchons 2 $35.484.31 

Depilr1menl' 15 - HAN D Totals InVOice TrOllsal"tions Z $35,484.31 

fund 254 - HOME Totals Invoice Transactions 2 $35,484.31 
Fund 256 - Special Gr<lnts 
f)ep;J~nl15 - HAND 
Program 150002 • HOI/sing CoutlSeUng 
Account 53990 - Other Services and C11l1r1l8& 
4098 - Equlfax Information Services, LLC 9265800 IS-Housing Counseling - Paid by EFT It OB/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/Z015 08/28/2015 35.8B 

Credit Services 8678 
Account 53990 - Oth'lr Services and Charges Tot.Jls Invoice Tran.<;actions 1 $35.8B 

Progrdm 150002 - Housing Counseling Tottrls !nvoi~ Transactions 1 $35.88 

Department 15 - HAND Tota ls Invoice Transactions 1 $35.88 

Fund 25ti - Sveda/ Grants Totals Invoice T r ansacdons 1 $35.88 
Fund 439 - Consolidated UF 
Department 15 - HAND 
Program 159001 - Adams Croning Wei! 
Account 5]990 - Other Services lind Charges 
4248 - Jeff 5 Jones Parcels B&8A 15-2nd and WeJmer - Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 13,950.00 

Compensation for right /I 61228 
Account 53990 - Otlle.r Se.rvlces and Chal11"& Totills Invoice TransactJons 1 $13,950.00 
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Program 159001  Adorns Crossing Area Totals lnvOke Transaction. 1 $13,950.00 

Deparlrnenl lS  HAND Totals lIwolce TrallS<lctio~ ls 1 $13,950.00 

Fund 439 - CDnsolidated TIF Totals invoice Trunsections 1 $13,950.00 
Fund 444 • ROC 
Department 15  HAND 
Progranl 150000 - Main 
Acrount 53990  other Servlc<:s and Charges 
4483 - City lawn Corpor~tJon 10083 15-CTP Maint Paid by c"ec~ 08/18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/l8/2015 500.00 

llth&Ro9ers-mowlno # 61211 
4483 - City Lawn CorporatJon 10079 1S-CTP Malnt-60 1 N Paid by Check 08/ 18/2015 08/18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 100.00 

Morton-mowlng 7/6, # 61211 
4483 - City lawn Corporation 10078 13-CTP Maint-600 BL N Paid by Check 08/18/2015 08/18/ 2015 08/28/2015 08/28/2015 300 .00 

Rogers -moV/lng 7/6, # 61211 
Account 539!1{l - Other SefvicRS <Jnd Charg~ Totals Invola! Transactions 3 $900 .00 

Program 1!iOOOO - Main Totals Invoice Transactions 3 $900.00 

Department 15  HAND Tot.~s Invoice Trunsactlons 3 $900 .00 

Fund 444 - RDC Totills Irwoir.e Tr~nsact1on5 3 $900 .00 

Fund 975 • Surplus Cn> Bond 
Department 15  HAND 
Progwn 150000  Main 
A..--counl' 53990· Other ~rviC>ls and Charges 
5148 - Anderson + Bohlander, LLC 230 15-<:TP Maint-l0th Paid by EFT I.' 08/18/2015 08/ 18/2D 15 08/ 28/ 2015 08/28/2015 22,196.25 

Street Brandlng-7!3lJ 15 8642 
1709 - John Bethellll!!e Company, INC 53-51239 15-<:TP-mle serv.<:eS Paid by Chert. 08/18/20 15 08/ 18/2015 08/28/2015 08/28/ 2015 250 .00 

tltIe search Lot q # 61226 
Account 53990 - Oth~ Services and Ch~r9es Totals Invoice T ran~actions 2 $22,~46.25 

Program 150000  Main Totals Invoice T,."nsactlons 2 $2<,446 .25 

Deportment 15  HAHD Totals Invoice Transactions 2 $22,446.25 

Fund 975 - SLII'plus CTP Bond Totals lnvoire Transactions 2 t22,446.25 

Grand Totals invoice Transatttons 31 $143,349.53 

;-. 
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REGISTER OF SPECIAL CLAIMS 

Board: Redevelopment Claim Register 

Bank 
Date: Type of Claim FUND DescrIptIon Transfer Amount 

8/28/2015 Claims 143,349.53 
8/12/2015 Sp Utility Cks 391.17 

~i:rtij!~:t7if;;''''''-''I/:i~~.r..~~_~,... ~~.. ~Vif':..;-Y!.:,)~ 

ALLOWANCE OF CLAIMS 

We have examined the claims listed all the foregoing register of claims, consisting of ~~J.~1t[q~E~~!~[~ 
claims, and except for the claims not allowed as shown on the register, such claims are hereby allowed in the 

total amount of ~fAi~tt~l~~;t):lt41~ 

Dated this day of year of 20__. 

I herby certify that each of the above listed voucher(s) or bill(s) is (are) true and correct and I have audited same in 
accordance with IC 5-11-10-1.6. 

Fiscal Office,_______________ 

. . p" 

http:143,349.53
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MARt( KRUZAN JEFFREY H . UNDERWOOO, CPA f: 
~ c,.. MAYOR CONTROLLER 

")'IIt 

Y~Y"-' CITY OF BLOOMINGTON CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 

401 N Morton St p 812.349.3416 
Post Office Box 100 f 812.349.3456 
Bloomington IN 47402 controller@bloomington.in.gov 

Payroll Register Cover Letter 

To: Redevelopment Commission 

From: Jeffrey Underwood, Treasurer 

Date: 

Re: Payroll Register 


City staff, Department Heads and I have reviewed the Payroll Register covering the 
time period from 1)..- 2, .-/ ') _ to ,?":- If; - 1<.> . In signing below, I am expressing my 
opinion that based on that review; the payroll has complied with the City's internal approval 
process, including the submission of documentation and the necessary signatures and 
internal approvals. 

Jeffrey H. Underwood, CPA 
Controller 

mailto:controller@bloomington.in.gov


Payroll Register - Bloomington Redevelopment if~~ 
,~~~.~. Commission 

Check Date Range 08/21/15 - 08/21/15 '~~~ Detail Listing 

Imputed 
EmQlo::r:ee Check Dale Gross Income EIe Federal FICA Medicare State Other Deductions Net Pal' 
Department HAND - Housing &. Neighborhood Dev 
10000 Abbott, Lisa P 08/21/2015 3,199.39 .00 407.11 188.98 44.19 97.29 32.28 412 .27 2,017.27 
0782 

.00 .00 2,948.06 3,048.06 3,048.06 2,948.06 2,948.06 

$3,199.39 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$407.11 
$2,948.06 

$188.98 
$3,048.06 

$44.19 
$3,048.06 

$97.29 
$2,948.06 

$32.28 
$2,948.06 

$412 .27 $2,017.27 

10000 Arnold, Michael L 
0051 

08/21/2015 1,698 .92 

.00 

.00 

.00 

190.74 

1,632.17 

101.19 

1,632.17 

23.67 

1,632.17 

52.59 

1,632.17 

17.45 

1,632.17 

91.61 1,221.67 

$1,698.92 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$190.74 
$1,632.17 

$101.19 
$1,632.17 

$23.67 
$1,632.17 

$52 .59 
$1,632 .17 

$17.45 
$1 ,632 .17 

$91.61 $1,221.67 

10000 Bixler, Daniel R 
2594 

08/21/2015 1,254.28 

.00 

.00 

.00 

120.81 

1,165.99 

72.29 

1,165.99 

16.91 

1,165.99 

37.21 

1,165.99 

12.35 

1,165.99 

106.51 888.20 

$1,254,28 
$0.00 

$0 ,00 
$0.00 

$120.81 
$1,165.99 

$72.29 
$1,165 .99 

$16.91 
$1,165.99 

$37.21 
$1,165 .99 

$12.35 
$1,165.99 

$106.51 $888.20 

1109 Emenhiser, Bethany M 08/21/2015 1,730.77 
.00 

.00 

.00 
235.54 

1,677.72 
104.02 

1,677.72 
24.33 

1,677.72 
55.36 

1,677.72 
18.37 

1,677.72 
53.05 1,240.10 

$1,730.77 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$235.54 
$1,677.72 

$104.02 
$1,677 .72 

$24.33 
$1,677.72 

$55.36 
$1,677.72 

$18.37 
$1,677.72 

$53.05 $1,240.10 

10000 Finley, Christina L 
0187 

08/21/2015 1,443.88 

.00 

.00 

.00 

142.62 

1,157.56 

72.39 

1,167.56 

16.93 

1,167.56 

36.93 

1,157.56 

12.68 

1,157.56 

300.45 861.88 

$1,443.88 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$142.62 
$1,157.56 

$72.39 
$1,167.56 

$16.93 
$1 ,167.56 

$36.93 
$1,157.56 

$12.68 
$1,157.56 

$300.45 $861.86 

307 Franklin, C. Jacob 08/ 21/2015 1,082.02 
.00 

.00 

.00 
123.46 

1,029.96 
63 .86 

1,029.96 
14.94 

1,029.96 
33.99 

1,029.96 
11.26 

1,029.96 
55 .79 776.68 

$1,082.02 $0.00 $123.48 $63.86 $14.94 $33.99 $11.28 $55 .79 $778.68 
$0.00 $0.00 $1,029 .96 $1,029.96 $1,029.96 $1,029.96 $1,029.96 

10000 Hewett, John H 08/21/2015 1,812.17 .00 204.88 99.52 23 .28 51.32 17.03 323.53 1,092.61 
0251 

.00 .00 1,555.09 1,605 .09 1,605.09 1,555.09 1,555.09 

$1,812.17 $0.00 $204.88 $99.52 $23.28 $51.32 $17.03 $323.53 $1,092.61 
$0.00 $0 .00 $1,555.09 $1,605.09 $1,605.09 $1,555.09 $1,555.09 
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Payroll Register - Bloomington Redevelopment .iI~at 
~oo~~~ Commission 

Check Date Range 08/21/15 - 08/21/15 
Detail Listing ~W" 

Imputed 
Em~lo~ee Check Da~!:: §ross Income ElC Federal FICA II-ledicare State Other Deguctions Net Pay 
Department HAND - Housing &. Nelghborhood Dev 

10000 McCormick, Marla 08/21/2015 1,404.78 .00 30.79 77.75 18.19 41.38 13.73 166.57 1,056.37 
3616 

.00 .00 1,254.06 1,254.06 1,254.06 1,254.06 1,254.06 

$1,404.78 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$30.79 
$1,254.06 

$77.75 
$1,254 .06 

$18.19 
$1,254.06 

$41 .38 
$1,254.06 

$13.73 
$1,254.06 

$166.57 $1,056.37 

10000 Mosier, Norman P 
2962 

08/21/2015 1,418.83 

.00 

.00 

.00 

173.86 

1,365.78 

84.68 

1,365.78 

19.81 

1,365.78 

45 .07 

1,365.78 

14.96 

1,365 .78 

75.29 1,005.16 

$1,418.83 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$173 .86 
$1 ,365.78 

$84.68 
$1,365.78 

$19.81 
$1 ,365.78 

$45.07 
$1,365 .78 

$14.96 
$1,365.78 

$75 .29 $1,005.16 

689 Niederman, Daniel L 08/21/2015 1,726.15 
.00 

.00 

.00 
128.12 

1,421.47 
91.23 

1,471.47 
21.34 

1,471.47 
45.64 

1,421.47 
15.14 

1,421.47 
310.64 1,114.04 

$1,726.15 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$128.12 
$1,421.47 

$91.23 
$1 ,471.47 

$21.34 
$1,471.47 

$45.64 
$1 ,421.47 

$15.14 
$1,421.47 

$310.64 $1,114.04 

10000 Patterson, Marilyn 
2071 

08/21/2015 2,372.67 

.00 

.00 

.00 

360.56 

2, 177.81 

144.33 

2,327.81 

33 .75 

2,327.81 

71.87 

2,177.81 

23 .85 

2,177.81 

203.05 1,535.25 

$2,372.67 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$360.56 
$2, 177 .81 

$144.33 
$2,327.81 

$33.75 
$2,327.81 

$71.87 
$2,177.81 

$23.85 
$2,177.81 

$203.05 $1 ,535.26 

10000 Provine, Vickie) 
0394 

08/21/2015 1,957.04 

.00 

.00 

.00 

279.70 

1,854.38 

114 .97 

1,854.38 

26.89 

1,854.38 

61.19 

1,854.38 

20.31 

1,854.38 

119.41 1,334.57 

$1,957.04 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0 .00 

$279.70 
$1,854 .38 

$114.97 
$1 ,854.38 

$26.89 
$1,854.38 

$61.19 
$1,854.38 

$20.31 
$1,854.38 

$119.41 $1,334 .57 

10000 Stong, Mary ) 
0471 

08/21/2015 1,458.34 

.00 

.00 

.00 

170.79 

1,345.32 

84.96 

1,370.32 

19.87 

1,370.32 

44.40 

1,345 .32 

14.73 

1,345.32 

179.46 944.13 

$1,458.34 
$0 .00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$170.79 
$1 ,345.32 

$84.96 
$1,370.32 

$19.87 
$1,370.32 

$44.40 
$1 ,345.32 

$14.73 
$1,345 .32 

$179.46 $944.13 

504 Swinney, Matthew P 08/21/2015 1,353.46 
.00 

.00 

.00 
126.56 

1,358.13 
84.20 

1,358.13 
19.69 

1,358.13 
43.55 

1,358.13 
14.45 

1,358.13 
8.60 1,056.41 

$1,353.46 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$126.56 
$1 ,358.13 

$84.20 
$1,358.13 

$19.69 
$1 ,358.13 

$43.55 
$1,358.13 

$14.45 
$1 ,358.13 

$8.60 $1,056.4 1 
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Payroll Register - Bloomington Redevelopment M~~ 
Commission 

Check Date Range 08/21/15 - 08/21/15 
Detail Listing f~' Imputed 

Eml2!oz:ee Check Date GrQ~§ Income EI~ Federal fICA M~dlcarc State Other Deductions Net Paz: 
Department HAND - Housing & Neighborhood Dev 

10000 Wills, Dee A 08/21/2015 1,384.01 .00 169.07 83 .32 19.49 44.02 14.61 68.97 984.53 
3418 

.00 .00 1,333.84 1,343.84 1,343.84 1,333.84 1,333.84 

$1,384.01 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$169.07 
$1,333 .84 

$83.32 
$1,343.84 

$19.49 
$1,343.84 

$44.02 
$1,333.84 

$14.61 
$1,333 .84 

$68.97 $984.53 

10000 Woolford, Robert T 
0531 

08/21/2015 1,879.77 

.00 

.00 

.00 

112.53 

823.57 

88.26 

1,423.57 

20.64 

1,423.57 

27.18 

823.57 

9.02 

823 .57 

1,109.93 512.21 

$1,879.77 $0.00 $112.53 $88 .26 $20.64 $27.18 $9 .02 $1,109.93 $512 .2 1 
$0.00 $0.00 $823.57 $1,423.57 $1,423.57 $823 .57 $823.57 

728 Wright, Edward E 08/21/2015 1,060.77 .00 106.36 56.78 13.28 35.22 .00 155.90 693.23 
.00 .00 915.79 915.79 915.79 915 .79 915.79 

$1,060.77 $0.00 $106.36 $56.78 $13.28 $35.22 $0.00 $155 .90 $693 .23 
$0.00 $0.00 $915.79 $915.79 $915.79 $915.79 $915.79 

Department I-lAND - Housing & $28,237 .25 $0.00 $3,083.52 $1,612.73 $377.20 $824.2 1 $262 .24 $3,741.03 $18,336.32 
26,011.70 ~261011.70 ~25t6.70 F5,016.70 

Grand Totals $28,237.25 $0.00 $3,083.52 $1,612.73 $377.20 824.21 $262.24 $3,741.03 $18,336.32 
$0.00 $0.00 $25,016.70 $26,011.70 $26,011.70 $25,016.70 $25,016.70 

***** Multiple Taxes or Deductions Exist. 
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. ~~~ Payroll Register - Bloomington Redevelopment 
CoomGl~ Commission 

~~Jf Check Date Range 08/21/15 - 08/21/15 
Detail Listing 

Eml2l o:r:ee Check Da!~ §ross 
Department liAND - Housing & Neighborhood Dev 
10000 Ab bott, Lisa P 08/21/2015 3,199.39 
0782 

Imputed 
TncQme 

.00 

ErC 

,00 

,00 

Fede[al 

407,11 

2,948,06 

FICA 

188,98 

3,048 .06 

Ms:gicare 

44.19 

3,048.06 

State 

97.29 

2,948.06 

Other 

32,28 

2,948.06 

Deductions 

412.27 

Net Pay 

2,017.27 

$3,199,39 
$0,00 

$0,00 
$0,00 

$407 .11 
$2,948,06 

$188.98 
$3,048.06 

$44,19 
$3,048,06 

$97,29 
$2,948.06 

$32 ,28 
$2,948,06 

$412,27 $2,017,27 

10000 Amold, Michael L 
0051 

08/ 21/2015 1,698.92 

.00 

.00 

.00 

190.74 

1,632.17 

101,19 

1,632.17 

23.67 

1,632,17 

52.59 

1,632.17 

17.45 

1,632.17 

91.61 1,221.67 

$1,698.92 $0.00 $190.74 $101.19 $23 .67 $52.59 $17.45 $91.61 $1,221.67 
$0.00 $0.00 $1,632 .17 $1,632.17 $1,632,17 $1,632.17 $1,632.17 

10000 Bixler, Daniel R 08/21/2015 1,254.28 .00 120.81 72.29 16.91 37.21 12.35 106,51 888,20 
2594 

.00 .00 1,165.99 1,165.99 1,165.99 1,165.99 1,165.99 

$1,254.28 
$0,00 

$0.00 
$0 ,00 

$120.81 
$1,165 .99 

$72.29 
$1,165.99 

$16.91 
$1 ,165.99 

$37.21 
$1,165,99 

$12.35 
$1,165.99 

$106,51 $888,20 

1109 Emenhlser, Bethany M 08/21/2015 1,730.77 
.00 

,00 
,00 

235.54 
1,677.72 

104,02 
1,677.72 

24.33 
1,677.72 

55.36 
1,677,72 

18.37 
1,677.72 

53,05 1,240.10 

$1,730.77 
$0.00 

$0,00 
$0,00 

$235.54 
$1,677.72 

$104.02 
$1,677.72 

$24.33 
$1,677 .72 

$55 .36 
$1,677.72 

$18.37 
$1,677.72 

$53.05 $1,240.10 

10000 Finley, Christina L 
0187 

08/21/2015 1,443.88 

,00 

.00 

.00 

142.62 

1,157.56 

72.39 

1,167.56 

16.93 

1,167,56 

36.93 

1,157,56 

12.68 

1,157.56 

300.45 861.88 

$1,443.88 $0.00 $142.62 $72.39 $16.93 $36.93 $12.68 $300.45 $861.88 
$0.00 $0.00 $1,157.56 $1,167.56 $1,167.56 $1,157,56 $1,157.56 

307 Franklin, C. Jacob 08/21/2015 1,082.02 .00 123.48 63.86 14,94 33 .99 11.28 55 .79 778.68 
.00 .00 1,029.96 1,029.96 1,029,96 1,029.96 1,029.96 

$1,082.02 $0.00 $123.48 $63.86 $14 .94 $33.99 $11.28 $55.79 $778,68 
$0.00 $0.00 $1,029.96 $1,029.96 $1,029.96 $1,029.96 $1,029.96 

10000 Hewett, John H 08/21/2015 1,812.17 .00 204.88 99.52 23.28 51.32 17.03 323.53 1,092.61 
0251 

.00 .00 1,555.09 1,605.09 1,605.09 1,555.09 1,555.09 

$1,812.17 $0.00 $204.88 $99.52 $23 .28 $51.32 $17 ,03 $323.53 $1,092 .61 
$0.00 $0.00 $1,555.09 $1,605.09 $1,605.09 $1,555.09 $1,555 .09 
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Payroll Register - Bloomington Redevelopment ~~* 
Commission~-,~~ 

Check Date Range 08/21/15 - 08/21/15
~W'f Detail Listing 

Imputed 
Eml2lo~ee C11eck Dat§; Gross Incomg ElC Federal FIr.A Medicare S!;Ste Other Deductions Ne~ Pa~ 
Department HAND - HOllsing &. Neighborhood. Dev 
10000 McCormick, Marla 08/21/2015 1,404.78 .00 30.79 77.75 18.19 41.38 13.73 166.57 1,056.37 
3616 

.00 .00 1,254.06 1,254 .06 1,254.06 1,254.06 1,254.06 

$1,404.78 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$30.79 
$1,254.06 

$77.75 
$1,254.06 

$18.19 
$1,254.06 

$41.38 
$1,254.06 

$13.73 
$1,254.06 

$166.57 $1,056.37 

10000 Mosler, Norman P 
2962 

08/21/2015 1,418.83 

.00 

.00 

.00 

173.86 

1,365.78 

84.68 

1,365.78 

19.81 

1,365.78 

45.07 

1,365.78 

14.96 

1,365.78 

75.29 1,005.16 

$1,418.83 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$173.86 
$1 ,365.78 

$84.68 
$1,365.78 

$19.81 
$1,365.78 

$45.07 
$1,365.78 

$14.96 
$1,365 .78 

$75.29 $1,005.16 

689 Niederman, Daniel L 08/21/2015 1,726.15 
.00 

.00 

.00 
128.12 

1,421.47 
91.23 

1,471.47 
21.34 

1,471.47 
45 .64 

1,421.47 
15.14 

1,421.47 
310.64 1,114.04 

$1,726.15 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$128.12 
$1,421.47 

$91.23 
$1,471.47 

$21.34 
$1,471.47 

$45.64 
$1,421.47 

$15.14 
$1 ,421.47 

$310.64 $1,114.04 

10000 Patterson, Marilyn 
2071 

08/21/2015 2,372.67 

.00 

.00 

.00 

360.56 

2,177.81 

144.33 

2,327.81 

33.75 

2,327.81 

71.87 

2,177.81 

23.85 

2,177.81 

203.05 1,535.26 

$2,372,67 
$0 ,00 

$0,00 
$0.00 

$360.56 
$2,177.81 

$144.33 
$2,327.81 

$33,75 
$2,327,81 

$71.87 
$2,177,81 

$23.85 
$2,177 .81 

$203 ,05 $1,535 .26 

10000 Provine, Vicki e J 
0394 

08/2.1/2015 1,957,04 

,00 

,00 

,00 

279.70 

1,854.38 

114.97 

1,854.38 

26.89 

1,854,38 

61.19 

1,854,38 

20,31 

1,854,38 

119.41 1,334,57 

$1,957.04 $000 $279.70 $114.97 $26,89 $61.19 $20.31 $119.41 $1,334.57 
$0.00 $0.00 $1 ,854.38 $1,854 ,38 $1,854.38 $1,854.38 $1 ,854,38 

10000 Stong, Mary J 08/21/2015 1,458,34 ,00 170,79 84.96 19.87 44.40 14.73 179.46 944.13 
0471 

.00 ,00 1,345,32 1,370.32 1,370,32 1,345,32 1,345.32 

$1,458,34 
$0,00 

$0,00 
$0,00 

$170.79 
$1,345.32 

$84.96 
$1,370.32 

$19,87 
$1 ,370,32 

$44.40 
$1,345,32 

$14,73 
$1,345,32 

$179.46 $944 .13 

504 Swinney, Matthew P 08/21/2015 1,353.46 
.00 

,00 
.00 

126.56 
1,358.13 

84,20 
1,358,13 

19.69 
1,358,13 

43,55 
1,358,13 

14.45 
1,358,13 

8.60 1,056.41 

$1,353.46 
$0.00 

$0,00 
$0.00 

$126,56 
$1,358.13 

$84.20 
$1,358.13 

$19,69 
$1,358.13 

$43,55 
$1,358.13 

$14.45 
$1,358.13 

$8,60 $1,056.41 

Page 2 of 3 Run by Kelly McGlothlin on 08/19/201515:23 :13 PM 



Payroll Register - Bloomington Redevelopment M~* 
Commission~~.'~T. 

Check Date Range 08/21/15 - 08/21/15~~Jf Detail Listing 
Imputed 

Eml2lo:i!il!: Check Dale Gross Income ErC Federal FICA Medicare S~ilte Other Deductions Net Pa~ 
Department HAND - Housing & Neighborhood De... 

10000 Wills, Dee A 08/21/2015 1,384.01 .00 169.07 83.32 19.49 44.02 14.61 68.97 984.53 
3418 

.00 .00 1,333.84 1,343.84 1,343.84 1,333.84 1,333.84 

$1,384.01 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$169.07 
$1,333.84 

$83.32 
$1,343.84 

$19.49 
$1,343.84 

$44.02 
$1,333.84 

$14.61 
$1,333.84 

$68.97 $984.53 

10000 Woolford, Robert T 
0531 

08/21/2015 1,879.77 

.00 

.00 

.00 

112.53 

823.57 

88.26 

1,423.57 

20.64 

1,423.57 

27.18 

823.57 

9.02 

823.57 

1,109.93 512.21 

$1,879.77 $0.00 $112.53 $88.26 $20.64 $27 .18 $9.02 $1,109.93 $51221 
$0.00 $000 $823.57 $1,423.57 $1,423.57 $823.57 $823.57 

728 Wright, Edward E 08/21/2015 1,060.77 .00 106.36 56.78 13.28 35.22 .00 155.90 693.23 
.00 .00 915.79 915.79 915.79 915.79 915.79 

$1,060.77 $0.00 $106.36 $56.78 $13.28 $35.22 $0.00 $155.90 $693.23 
$0.00 $0.00 $915.79 $915.79 $915.79 $915.79 $915.79 

Dcp;)rtment HAND - Housing & $28,237.25 $0.00 $3,083.52 $1,612.73 $377.20 $824.21 $262.24 $3,741.03 $18,336.32 
~O.OO roo ~25,016.70 F6,011.70 F6,011.70 F5,016.70 F5,016.70 

Grand Totals $28,237.25 0.00 $3,083.52 $1,612.73 $377.20 $824.21 $262.24 $3,741.03 $18,336.32 
$0.00 $0.00 $25,016.70 $26,011.70 $26,011.70 $25,016.70 $25,016.70 

***** Multiple Taxes or Deductions Exist. 
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REGISTER OF PAYROLL CLAIMS 	
UI 

>'l 
:r: 

Board: Redevelopment Claim Register c 

CD 

Bank ,..... 
woate: Type of Claim FUND Description Tnlnsfer 	 Amount 
"il 

812112015 Payroll 28,237..25 ~ 
00 ,..... 

~~ '" 
w 
w 

ALLOWANCE OF CLAIMS w 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 

To:  City of Bloomington Redevelopment Commission  
From: Danise Alano-Martin, Director 
Date: August 25, 2015 
Re: Certified Technology Park Update for September 2, 2015 RDC Meeting 

 
10th Street Realignment/CTP Infrastructure/Branding Project. We shared the Trades 
District logo and story of the brand with the City Council at our budget presentation on 
August 19, and it the reaction was by and large very favorable. (Thanks to Sue Sgambelluri 
for attending the budget hearing for HAND, ESD and our fellow departments that budget 
night; and thanks to all of the RDC members for their support and to several of your for 
your input during the branding process! The info-gathering/focus group sessions with tech 
companies and historic preservation staff, the interviews with other stakeholders in economic 
and community development, and your input has helped us uncover the brand that we 
believe has great staying power.)  
 
We have instructed the consultants to break out some certain costs of the infrastructure 
project (specifically in the streetscaping elements) to continue searching for value 
engineering options in the design.  
 
The next monthly progress meeting for the whole infrastructure project is Wednesday, 9/9 
at 9:30 am -11:30am.   
 
Next Steps for Lot 6, Lot 7 and Lot 8. As per your instructions in the 8/18 meeting, staff 
and CBRE are preparing a comparison matrix for the offers received on the Service 
Garage (Lot 6), and the parcel including a portion of the parking lot (Lot 7) (which must also 
include an offer on Lot 8 – the Showers Administration Building). As per instructions, this 
matrix will include price and uses, as well as other terms and contingencies. The full 
responses are available for your review in the HAND and ESD offices. Our intention is to 
bring the comparison matrix and a recommendation to you at your September 15 meeting. 
With that recommendation, we would be asking for your authorization to negotiate terms of 
a purchase agreement(s) to bring for your approval then at a subsequent meeting.   
 
The vacation of Right-of-Way (ROW) in the parcels west of Rogers is set to be heard by 
the City Council on September _____.  We are very close to having final information from 
Anderson+Bohlander and CMT (10th Street/Infrastructure consultants) on the ROW 
requirements of the new 10th Street which would allow us to finish necessary steps to vacate 
a portion of the 10th Street. Final value engineering discussions may still slightly impact this, 
but Tom and his staff will move full speed ahead with the Board of Public Works and City 
Council as soon as the ROW requirements are finalized. 
 
I look forward to discussing these and any other updates which may have occurred between 
this memo and the meeting on 9/2. 



 

 

15-48 
RESOLUTION 

OF THE 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF THE 
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 

 
APPROVAL OF PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL FORM REGARDING AN ADDITION 

AND RENOVATIONS AT THE ANIMAL SHELTER 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Bloomington has brought the Redevelopment Commission a Project 
Review & Approval Form (“Form”) which seeks the support of the RDC to move forward and solicit 
quotes for the expansion and renovation of the Animal Shelter (“Project”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a copy of the Form is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA, THAT: 
 

1. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project, as set forth in more detail in the 
attached Project Review & Approval Form, constitutes the construction and installation of 
improvements, rather than continuing maintenance. 
 

2. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project has a valid public purpose, and 
approves the Project. 

 
3. The expenditure of funds is not approved by this Resolution.  Funding will be approved at a 

later date when the Project Manager brings a Contract that has been prepared after complying 
with the appropriate City procurement process for the Project. 

 
BLOOMINGTON REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
David Walter, President 
 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________________________ 
Elizabeth Kehoe, Secretary 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
Date 
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City of Bloomington 
Redevelopment Commission 

Project Review & Approval Form 
 
Please Note: 

• Approval of the project by the Redevelopment Commission through this Project Review 
& Approval Form does not represent an authorization to begin work or expend funds. 

• Authorization of work and the commitment of funds shall be done when the 
Redevelopment Commission reviews and approves: (1) a Purchase Order or Contract 
prepared after complying with the appropriate procurement process for the type of item, 
service or construction being sought and (2) the estimated costs associated with the 
Purchase Order or Contract. 

• No payment of funds shall be made without a duly authorized and approved Purchase 
Order or Contract. All claims for payment against a duly authorized Purchase Order or 
Contract shall be submitted to the Redevelopment Commission for their review and 
approval along with any required departmental inspections, reviews and approvals prior 
to the payment of any funds. 

 
 
To Be Completed by Requesting Party: 
 
Project Name:  Bloomington Animal Shelter Addition/Renovation 
 
Project Managers:  Virgil Sauder and Barry Collins 
 
Project Description:   
 
The City of Bloomington is a leader in the animal care and control industry, which speaks to the 
nature and character of the community.  Often, when new Bloomington residents come into the 
Shelter, they are blown away by the staff, environment, and the healthy pets available for 
adoption.  Over the last decade we have reduced euthanasia by 59%, increased adoptions by 
25%, and reduced the total number of animals entering the system by 23%.  For us to continue 
this type of success we must upgrade the Shelter. 
 
In 2011, a building analysis and planning study was completed for the Shelter.  (A copy of that 
study is attached to this Project Review and Approval Form.)  The study’s goal was to 
recommend renovations and additions that would allow the existing facility to provide “a solid 
basis for service into the next two decades.” 
 
In conducting that review, the consultant concluded that the numerous issues with the 1970s era 
portion of the shelter—including issues with the lighting, drainage, and HVAC—would require 
significant renovation in order to properly support the sheltered animals in a healthy 
environment, and that the cost of renovations would likely exceed the value of the entire 
building.1 
                                                 
1 The study also noted inherently unworkable traffic patterns caused by the 1970s building and the 2004 expansion, 
which could not be resolved by a renovation. 
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This project would demolish the 1970s era portion of the shelter (which is currently used as the 
dog kennel area, Monroe County Humane Association Offices, Euthanasia Room, and Special 
Care Cat Room), reuse the 2004 expansion, and develop a new addition to accommodate the 
Shelter’s current and projected future needs.  This will both increase the Shelter’s ability to 
properly care for the animals entering the Shelter and create a safe environment for the thousands 
of guests that enter the Shelter each year. 
 
While the 2004 expansion will be reused, it will be put through a systematic process called 
“retrocommissioning” that will identify less-than-optimal performance in the 2004 expansion, 
and make any necessary adjustments.  The 2004 expansion will also be put through a LEED 
evaluation. 
 
This project is a permissible use of Tax Increment.  Although the starting point is an existing 
building, the scope of the project is more akin to new construction.  If the TIF Test applied, all 
four factors would be satisfied: 

1. It is substantial and complex work that involves the addition of new parts. 
2. It will directly increase the value of the Shelter, replacing an old, flawed building with a 

new building sufficient for the next two decades. 
3. The Shelter after the completion of the project will perform as well as a newly 

constructed Shelter. 
4. This project—demolition and new construction—was not contemplated as part of the 

normal life cycle of the existing Shelter. 
 
Additionally, this is a project that would be capitalized under the IRS’s guidelines. 
 
Project Timeline: 
 Start Date: September 2015 
 End Date: August 2016 
   
Financial Information: 
 
Estimated full cost of project:  $2,420,000.00 
  
Sources of funds: Consolidated TIF Bond 
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Project Phases: This breakdown should mirror the contract(s) expected to be issued for this 
project. Each phase should include a description of the work to be performed, the cost, and the 
timeline for the contract. 
 
Phase / Work to be Performed Cost   Timeline 
 

1. Design   $250,000  September 2015-January 2016 
2. Construction  $2,150,000  January 2016-August 2016 
3. Retrocommissioning and LEED Certification 

    $20,000  January 2016-August 2016 
 
To Be Completed by Redevelopment Commission Staff: 
 
Approved on__________________________ 
 
By Resolution ____________ by a vote of________________ 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This Study provides the foundation for improving and expanding the existing 
Animal Care and Control facility serving Bloomington, Indiana, Monroe County 
and their citizens.  The existing facility is comprised of two parts, joined together; 
an original building of 1970’s origin including several later additions & 
renovations and a new +/-4,622 square foot addition constructed in 2004 and 
opened in 2005.  Current Shelter Director; Laurie Ringquist began her 
involvement as director of the shelter’s operation in 2003 during the planning 
phase of the addition. 
 
We visited the facility on February 10th and 11th, met with Ms. Ringquist, shelter 
manager Virgil Sauder and Mr. Barry Collins, Bloomington’s Operations and 
Facility Director.  Our charge was to observe both the physical and functional 
condition of the existing facility for the purpose of making recommendations for 
renovations and/or possible additions with the goal of providing a solid basis for 
service into the next two decades. 
 
Our analysis will focus on two areas of consideration; (1) assessment of the 
condition of the existing facility and (2) projected sheltering need required to 
adequately serve the community and enhance the current, positive performance 
on behalf of the companion animals served. 
 
Statistics used to support conclusions of sheltering need are derived from U. S. 
Census Bureau “State & County Quickfacts” and from the American Veterinary 
Medical Association’s “U.S. Pet Ownership & Demographics Sourcebook” 2007 
edition.  We also include statistics provided by Laurie Ringquist from her ongoing 
shelter data record. The data was reported via questionnaires located on our web 
site; shelterplanners.com and augmented with additional information gathered 
during and after our visit to the shelter.  Mr. Collins provided us with architectural 
drawings from Bynum Fanyo & Associates, Inc., Architect of record for the 2004 

”The greatness of a nation and its moral 
progress can be judged by the way its 

animals are treated”  

Mahatma Gandhi 
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addition to the shelter.  We will use their floor plan of the facility for diagrammatic 
representation of various traffic flows. 
 
BUILDING CONDITION ANALYSIS 
 
The original charge of our analysis was to analyze the older portion of the 
existing facility by way of a space by space inventory recording the condition of 
finishes, equipment, lighting and Heating Ventilating & Air Conditioning.  Our 
inspection of the facility revealed numerous issues with the condition of surfaces, 
lighting, drainage, HVAC etc. that would certainly all require significant 
renovation in order to properly support the sheltered animals in a healthy 
environment.  In addition to these concerns we discovered what can only be 
described as nearly insurmountable problems with the building circulation and 
function and thus its ability to support shelter operation into the future.  
 
Physical Condition 
  
The original shelter was constructed in the 1970’s with subsequent renovations.  
Its finishes and mechanical systems are worn, outdated and require significant 
investment through upgrades and renovation in order to become serviceable.  
Changes to the kennel area floor drainage pose the most significant problem.  
Description of critical conditions and work needed to bring them to a satisfactory 
level of service follows: 
 

1. Finishes: 
   

a. The exterior and interior walls of the building are composed of 
concrete masonry (CMU) construction with painted surfaces. The 
type of paint and number of coats are unknown. Especially in the 
kennel areas paint has worn in a number of places to the extent 
that it no longer fully protects the CMU from absorption of water 
applied to wash the kennels on a daily basis.  This is a serious 

View of connection between the 1970 and 2004 buildings 

Example of failing paint in stray kennel runs 
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problem because it prevents the ability to maintain the kennels in a 
sanitary condition.  Repair will require sand blast removal of all old 
paint and complete refurbishing of the surfaces with an epoxy-resin 
coating.  Accomplishing this task will remove the kennels involved 
for an extended period of time. 

 
b. Ceilings in the kennel areas and cat rooms are painted gypsum 

board.  The paint appears to be a semi-gloss finish and is in 
reasonable condition.  Especially in the kennels this “hard” surface 
contributes to excessive reverberation when dogs are barking, 
occurring whenever a human enters.  Studies in similarly 
constructed shelters demonstrate that noise can reach a level of 90 
decibels or higher causing nearly permanent damage to human 
hearing in a very short period of time.  The “fix” for this problem is 
two-fold; (1) Keep room size to a minimum, thus reducing the 
number of dogs contributing and (2) change the ceilings to vinyl 
coated acoustic lay-in panels or a spray applied sound absorbing 
product  to control sound & excessive reverberation.  However: 
 
(1) Changing the configuration of the main 35 stray kennel space is 
not viable and (2) @ approximately 7’-8”, ceilings are already low. 
This means there is precious little space within which to install the 
necessary sound absorptive material without further lowering. 

  
c. Flooring in the dog and cat kennels has been recently refurbished 

with “Dur-O-Flex” and is thus in good condition. Flooring in the 
intake lobby and associated corridors, however, are finished with a 
vinyl product.  Because these areas experience traffic of animals 
whose condition relative to disease is unknown they should be 
washable similar to the kennel floors to prevent disease spread.  
While the flooring can certainly be upgraded, necessary drainage 
and floor slope does not exist and wholesale removal of the existing 

Paint failure & walkway trench drain 

Trench drain detail 
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floor slab would be necessary to solve the problem.  Similar to 
renovation of the kennel walls (“a” above) this would entail 
significant disruption of the ongoing operation. 

 
2. Trench Drains 

 
a. Kennel areas in this portion of the building are served by trench 

drains sloped towards the walkway serving the kennels.  As a 
result, dog urine will flow across the floor into the drains where 
visitors searching for their lost animals can come into contact with 
it.  This is an unsanitary situation that cannot be overcome without 
removal and replacement of the concrete floor. 

 
3. Heating/Ventilating and Air Conditioning (HVAC) 

 
a. Heating is accomplished by a combination of systems including 

extension of the new building’s system plus a linear, gas fired 
radiant heater in the stray kennels.  Air flow is not properly 
segregated from cat areas and dog areas and also not from sick 
animal areas to well.  This is a serious threat to the health of every 
animal that enters the facility. 

   
b. Air conditioning is accomplished by a combination of a split system 

unit along with some introduction of AC from the “new” addition’s 
system.  The same problems exist as outlined in “a” above. 

 
c. To combat the lack of ventilation an isolated exhaust system was 

installed in the cat stray holding room.  This unit’s effectiveness is 
suspect. In order to minimize disease transfer staff has improvised 
by placing cloth covers over cat cage access doors, largely to no 
avail.   

 

Stray Kennels in the 1970’s portion of the building – Note 
the low ceilings, open trench drains, long row of kennels 
facing one another across the open walkway and heating 
units suspended below the ceilings.  

Improvised HVAC register to serve the cat stray room 
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The entire HVAC system must be re-designed and replaced in order to 
overcome all of the problems outlined above.  This is a major 
installation that will render the building unusable for animal care during 
the construction. 

 
While these conditions can all be remedied, the cost of repairs and disruption to 
the operation of the shelter would be extreme.  In the end, in order to achieve the 
needed level of surface sanitation and air purification it is probable renovations 
would exceed the value of the entire building. 
 
Additionally, Bloomington has enacted a requirement that its buildings be brought 
up to LEED standards when renovated.  This requirement will be difficult; if not 
impossible to meet, given the overall condition of the building and the further City 
requirement that payback for LEED associated renovation work be accomplished 
within ten years. 
 
Finally, no level of renovation can overcome the inherently unworkable traffic 
patterns imposed by the building’s configuration and its relationship to the new 
addition.  We now turn our attention to this issue: 
  
Building Circulation 
  
In 2004 when a major addition approximately doubled the square footage of the 
original shelter, greater space for the public, staff offices, an education room, 
adoption kennels and cat display rooms were added.  This was connected 
directly to the original structure and afforded creation of an adoption lobby in the 
new addition separate from a relinquishment (intake) lobby retained in the 
original building.  While this represented a positive improvement, the constricted 
nature of the existing building left serious traffic flow difficulties that were never 
adequately addressed. Those inherent problems hamper the efficiency and basic 
functioning of the operation to this day. 
 

End view of the 1970 era kennels 

Gas fired linear heater in stray kennels & outdated ceiling 
diffuser supplying air conditioning. 
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In order to gain full appreciation of the depth of the malfunction we asked Ms. 
Ringquist and Mr. Sauder to review with us various traffic patterns in the building, 
which we diagrammed on floor plan images.  As illustrated in the attached 11” x 
17” Figures 1-6, we have broken the building’s traffic patterns into six categories; 
 

1. Traffic flow of Adoption and Return to Owner (RTO) procedures for the 
public 

2. Traffic flow of Intake procedures for both the public and Animal Control 
Officers  

3. Traffic flow of micro-chipping, medical treatment and/or grooming 
functions 

4. Traffic flow of Spay/Neuter procedures, accomplished off site 
5. Traffic flow of dogs for Temperament Assessment 
6. Traffic flow for departures (euthanasia) 

 
Finally, we overlaid all of the categories to graphically illustrate the impact of 
these daily functions on the building’s circulation system. Refer to Figure 7 where 
the full nature of traffic constriction and crossing of paths is clearly revealed.   
 
The multitude of overlapping paths provides insight into the dysfunctional nature 
of the layout as relates to both animal health and efficient use of staff time.  
Animals entering the facility, whose health conditions are unknown, are forced to 
pass by animals being returned to owners, adopted or on their way to treatment 
or grooming.  This condition along with the improper separation of sick vs. well 
animals, dogs vs. cats and ineffective HVAC system contributes to an excessive 
amount of staff time dispensing “preventive” medications in order to preserve the 
health of the animals served. 
 
A properly planned shelter minimizes or eliminates these interactions as a 
positive means of achieving disease control.  The configuration of the building 
itself should be designed to prevent the spread of disease as well as minimizing 
the stress of mixing cats and dogs in narrow corridors or housing space. This 

Intake Lobby of the 1970 era building with vinyl flooring 

Triage, grooming & clinic space of the 1970 era building 
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also applies to mixing “vicious” and “normal” animals.  They should be housed in 
completely separate, unconnected areas to prevent the potential for attack and 
resulting injury. 
 
Various negative conditions are revealed by the circulation diagrams: 
 

1. Stray kennels face each other across a 4 foot wide pedestrian corridor, 
contributing to increased barking when a human enters.   

2. Forced circulation through the cat holding room to the cat isolation (sick) 
room beyond is out of order for proper disease control. 

3. Forced circulation through the cat holding room to access dog isolation 
kennels is contrary to the essential need to separate the species and also 
contributes to poor disease control 

4. Healthy dogs and cats to be spay/neutered off site must be gathered in 
transport kennels/cages in the intake lobby where relinquished animals of 
unknown disease condition enter the facility 

5. Deceased animals from euthanasia must be carried through live dog 
kennels for disposal.   

6. Euthanized cats must endure the stress of moving through the dog 
kennels on their way to the euthanasia room 

7. The lack of a space to evaluate and/or train dogs in the older portion of the 
building forces walking them through the entire facility, including the 
adoption lobby, (and back) to access the only “multi-purpose” room 
available for temperament testing and training 

8. Intake exam (triage), medical treatment and grooming are all 
accomplished in a single, inadequate room 

9. Separation of healthy “lost” dogs from bite cases or vicious dogs is not 
accommodated 

10. Inability to properly separate “sick” from “well” animals 
11. Inability to limit the access of the public seeking a lost pet means the 

public is exposed to sick and bite case dogs. 

Sick cat room of the 1970 era building 

Sick dog room of the 1970 era building 
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12. Animal Control vehicles must deliver captured animals via the same 
process and routing as the public 

13. ACO office is directly adjacent to the public intake lobby compromising the 
potential for private work and interaction 

 
These diagrams and the underlying problems they illustrate demonstrate that the 
layout of the older portion of the building requires significant reordering in order 
to overcome these deficiencies. This, however, is a virtually impossible task. 
   
The fixed nature of the kennel areas renders their configuration unalterable.  
They take up a significant portion of the building.  So much so that insufficient 
space remains to be reconfigured in order to overcome both the traffic 
constriction and negative functional adjacencies.  Even if the space allocated to 
the Monroe County Humane Association could be utilized, problems associated 
with intake - including the conflict between ACO’s and the Public; the shared 
corridor and path between intake, treatment/grooming and animal holding; 
inability to properly separate dogs from cats, sick animals from well and normal 
animals from aggressive; lack of appropriate space for temperament 
testing/training etc: - All of these deficiencies will remain. 
 
2004 Addition 
 
Inspection of the 2004 addition reveals a reasonable layout for adoption and 
administrative functions.  Both Ms. Ringquist and Mr. Sauder believe its layout is 
workable for the foreseeable future.  In general the building finishes appear to be 
holding up well and we note that here also the kennel area flooring has recently 
been replaced to the satisfaction of staff and Mr. Collins. 
 
We do have reservations regarding the use of “trench drains” in the dog adoption 
kennels and our initial observation of the HVAC system reveals the need for 
improvements to the system at the very least.   
 

Adoption reception & lobby 2004 building 

Public & ACO must access the Intake Lobby together 
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We also believe the current Staff Break Room is inadequate as it has no access 
to natural light, is entirely too small for the number of staff and volunteers using 
the facility and its location is inaccessible to staff working in the old section of the 
building; they are forced to either walk through the adoption lobby or “squeeze” 
through the intake/exam/grooming room.  We will be recommending developing a 
new staff break area. 
 
Trench Drains 
 
We do not advocate the use of trench drains that run from kennel to kennel.  
Trench drains do not provide the separation of water borne waste required to 
maintain the animals in a healthy condition without extensive cleaning measures 
and constant vigilance.  Individual drains in each kennel run, both indoor and 
outdoor is the only means to achieve fully sanitary conditions.   
 
The 14 indoor/outdoor adoption kennels and the three indoor “puppy/small 
breed” adoption kennels serviced by trench drains, however, unlike those in the 
“old” building, are configured to slope away from the public walkway to a drain at 
the “closed” end of each kennel.  In addition, these drains include grate covers 
protecting somewhat from a dog’s ability to access them. 
 
Because the animals in these kennels are examined and known to be disease 
free, with proper cleaning method and careful, constant surveillance staff should 
be able to prevent transmission kennel to kennel.   
 
We note this issue from a best practices approach but cannot recommend the 
costly and disruptive change to individual drains unless disease becomes a 
significant issue in the future. 
 
 
 
 

Covered trench drain in adoption kennels 
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Heating, Ventilating & Air Conditioning (HVAC) 
 
The existing heating/air conditioning is a combination of gas fired heating and 
electric split system air conditioning.  The systems are currently serving both the 
new and (some) older portions of the building.  Mr. Collins informed us that the 
two attic air handling units split service between animal care areas and 
public/administration areas.  Both systems include standard filtration, employing 
slide in cartridge panel filters.  Mr. Collins changes these on a regular, scheduled 
basis. 
 
In reviewing the Construction Drawings for the 2004 addition, we found 
represented a different configuration and set up of the HVAC systems.  Two 
important points about these differences should be noted. (1) The systems 
observed incorporate insulated, hard ducted mains with “flex” duct supply to the 
various registers. The drawings call for insulated hard duct throughout. (2) Mr. 
Collins reviewed with us two air handling units in the attic space.  The drawings 
show a total of 3 with no indication of supply to the older portion of the building. 
We observed a supply trunk line to the older portion of the building.  Clearly the 
installation of the systems varies from the designer’s original intent. 
 
HVAC design for animal shelters is one of the most important means of 
accomplishing disease control.  Separating animal areas from 
public/administration areas is important, but further separation by negative 
pressurization is crucial.  Normally these systems separate cat areas from dog 
areas and also create positive pressure in “healthy” areas with progressively 
negative pressure in the potentially and known “unhealthy” areas.  This approach 
virtually eliminates the potential for air borne disease transmission from sick to 
healthy animals.   
 
Also important to disease control is the calculated introduction of fresh, outside 
air along with a staged filtering system.  The filtering is designed to catch large 

HVAC Units & Ductwork in 2004 Building 
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particles, like animal hair/fur with progressive filtering down to HEPA and finally, 
with an ultraviolet chamber that kills bacteria and virus. 
 
The existing system incorporates none of these features save for the initial 
filtering stage.  In addition, the use of “flex” duct is not the best for keeping the 
system clean and so further examination of the systems is warranted to 
determine whether or not these important functions can be retrofitted.    This will 
require a full analysis by a qualified mechanical engineer, well beyond the scope 
of this study. 
 
 
BUILDING CONDITION CONCLUSIONS 
 
The 2004 “new” addition functions well as an adoption lobby, cat adoption & dog 
adoption quarters as well as an administrative office area.  Its finishes and overall 
condition are adequate and fully able to support its charge.  The most significant 
discrepancy we found is described in our HVAC comments.  As we have 
suggested, the system should be analyzed in light of the specialized needs of 
animal shelters to determine the best course of action and its related cost. 
 
The original portion of the facility is so functionally insufficient it cannot be 
reconfigured to accommodate the critical spatial separations and traffic patterns 
inherent to proper shelter operation.  We have also pointed out such renovation 
would be costly to the extreme both in monetary terms and to the functioning of 
the facility during construction. These facts should override any serious 
consideration of renovating its clearly dilapidated physical condition in hopes of 
carrying on. 
 
Our recommendation, therefore, includes reuse of the 2004 building, demolition 
of the earlier structure and development of a new addition to accommodate the 
facility’s needs.  The next phase of our study serves to determine the scope of 
that effort. 

Adoption lobby - 2004 building 

Puppy adoption kennels - 2004 building 
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PLANNING BACKGROUND 
 
Shelter Statistics and Trends 
 
Bloomington Shelter statistics collected via our website 
www.shelterplanners.com are tabulated and displayed in Appendix A-1 through 
A-3 “Bloomington Animal Shelter – Statistics”.  Our observation of the relatively 
high percentages of Adoptions & Return to Owners (RTO) led us to request 
additional data to clarify trends.  Laurie Ringquist provided us a 5 year 
comparison of shelter statistics, illustrated via bar graph in Appendix A-4. 
 
Several trends are noteworthy;  
 

1. The total number of animals served from 2006 through 2010 indicates 
steady decline 

2. The decline applies to both dogs and cats 
3. Dog adoptions display constant increase 
4. Cat adoptions are steady but increasing by percentage as intakes decline 
5. The rate of euthanasia is declining for both dogs and cats 

 
Numerically, Appendix A-2 shows a “total save rate” for dogs at 75.1% and for 
cats, 40.5%.  Compare this to averages in North Carolina*, for instance, where 
37% of dogs and only 15% of cats are adopted or returned to owners.  
Bloomington is clearly operating at a high level of accomplishment.  
 
*North Carolina’s Department of Animal Welfare requires reporting from all its shelters.  We calculated the averages from 
information contained on their website. 
 
This led us to discussion with Ms. Ringquist and Mr. Sauder regarding the 
“extended” operation and the various organizations and programs involved that 
contribute to the high rate of success.  We include as “Appendix I” their diagram 
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of the numerous interrelated groups working together to achieve such positive 
results. 
 
The trends represented by the past five years are no accident.  The interaction of 
the various agencies, veterinarians, volunteers and the shelter staff is rapidly 
affecting a “No Kill” paradigm, and it is clear that Ms. Ringquist and Mr. Sauder 
are dedicated to achieving that goal.  It is certainly within reach and a properly 
sized and designed shelter will be necessary to support the effort. 
 
Determining Sheltering Need 
 
Calculating the number of companion animals in the human population is the first 
step in assessing the potential number that will enter the shelter. It is most 
difficult, however, to precisely predict the number of pets in a given population.  
In order to arrive at a reasonable estimate we employ a “blending method” that 
takes into account (1) available statistics associated with each state and (2) a 
“rule of thumb” method associated with national averages.  We further average 
these to form a practical basis for our shelter sizing calculations.  When accurate 
statistics from an existing facility are available we measure the actual data 
against the results of our blending method. Review of our “Animal Census 
Statistics” (Appendix G) illustrates this methodology as applied to Bloomington & 
Monroe County.  When the existing facility’s experience falls close to the 
projected ranges we base our analysis on the documented figures as a means of 
responding to the “situation on the ground” in the local community.  This will be 
our methodology here. 
 
The American Veterinary Association’s “U.S. Pet Ownership & Demographics 
Sourcebook - 2007” identifies Indiana as one of the “higher than average” states 
for pet ownership.  Pet owning households in Indiana are at 58.4% of the overall 
number of households, 1.0% higher than the national average.  With the reported 
number of animals served at 3.48% of the local population (known as the 
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relinquishment rate) Bloomington & Monroe County fall into the range of what we 
would normally expect to see.  
 
US Census figures show an 8.4% increase in Monroe County’s population from 
April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2009.  During the same period, Bloomington’s population 
actually declined by 3.4%.  As this data represents the most accurate available 
estimate of the rate of population growth, we have extrapolated and assumed a 
.9% annual increase in population in our future projections over 20 years to 
reflect the overall growth for Monroe County.  Our study then assumes a 
population of 131,915 for 2010. (Refer to Appendix A-1 & A-3). 
 
Having developed calculations of projected animals within the human population 
we can begin to predict a resulting number of “relinquished” animals that the 
proposed shelter can expect to serve. These calculations can be found in 
Appendix A-1&2 “Bloomington Animal Shelter –Statistics” and are further 
supported by Appendix G – “Bloomington Animal Shelter – Animal Census 
Statistics”.  

 
Using state specific pet census data from the “U.S. Pet Ownership & 
Demographics Sourcebook”, the Appendix G calculations show Monroe County 
should experience a percentage of animals served, relative to the human 
population, well within the rule of thumb 3-4% national average prediction. With 
the population of Bloomington/Monroe County at approximately 131,915 (2010) 
and the number of animals projected to be served between 5,058 and 6,743 per 
year, the range of animal served rate calculates to between 3.83% and 5.10%.  
The actual percentage reported by Laurie Ringquist calculates to 3.48%. This 
falls very close to the bottom of the “Sourcebook” projected range so we will use 
the actual relinquishment rate in our planning as it is derived from accurate 
shelter records. Furthermore, our “blended rate” predicts somewhat fewer 
animals, at both the bottom and the top end, again justifying using the actual 
percentage in future calculations. We assume this rate will continue. (Refer to 
Appendix A-2 for calculation of actual percentage).   Shelterplanners.com - image 



 15

 
We pause here to note that Laurie Ringquist reports approximately 900 animals 
taken into the shelter from surrounding counties beyond Bloomington and 
Monroe County.  Quick calculation yields a net animal count associated with the 
shelter’s main service area of approximately 2.8% of the subject population.  We 
will assume the continued practice of accepting animals from outlying areas and 
will therefore employ the established 3.48% as the basis of future calculations. 
 
Our “blended approach” also predicts a 43.2% canine and 56.8% feline mix of 
animals served.   Existing shelter statistics reveal a similar picture with the 
breakdown from actual numbers of 45.2% canines and 49.3% felines with 5.5% 
“other” species.  As with the animal population statistics we will use the shelter’s 
actual experience in our calculations.  We will also focus on dogs and cats. 
 
PLANNING PRINCIPLES 
 
The intent behind sound shelter planning is to develop an approach that will 
support a high level of animal adoptions. This is the most cost effective approach 
in the long run as increased rates of adoption effectively increase shelter 
capacity with no additional building cost.  The “adoption friendly” approach seeks 
to develop a facility adequately sized to accommodate the projected volume of 
dogs and cats it will serve both initially and in the longer term; one that offers the 
public sufficient opportunity to visit sheltered animals in a positive environment 
encouraging the willingness to adopt.  
 
No less important is the need to develop a shelter whose design contributes to 
the health and well being of the animals, maximizes staff efficiency and supports 
safety for animals, staff and the public. Proper “sizing”, however, is the first step. 
 
The most important factor in accommodating the predicted number of 
relinquished animals is calculation of “available animal care days” the shelter 
can provide.   Available animal care days = Number of kennels or cages x 365 Shelterplanners.com - image 
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days/year.  This then becomes the basis for knowing the proper number of 
“spots” to include in any facility. 
 
We look at the current shelter’s statistics so as to understand our starting point. 
In this case, we will use figures from 2009 as the basis for our planning.  We do 
this to accommodate somewhat of a conservative average of the declining rate of 
intake the shelter has experienced over the past five years. 
 
Our “Bloomington Animal Shelter – Statistics” analysis (Appendix A-1) shows a 
total of 4,591 animals in year 2009. Of these the 45.2% canines amounted to 
2,076, while 49.3% felines amounted to 2,264. We again note here, 
Bloomington’s statistics over 5 years show a continual decrease in animal intake 
with 2010 falling slightly short of the 2009 count. 
 
The Bloomington Shelter currently includes 62 canine kennels and 72 cat 
kennels.  This total of 137 “spots” multiplied by 365 days per year yields a total of 
50,005 “available animal care days”.  By calculation, the shelter is housing the 
animal population served (not considering “others”) for an average of 10.9 days 
for each canine and 11.6 days for each feline. Refer also to Appendix B – 
“Bloomington Shelter – Existing Conditions” for a more comprehensive view of 
these statistics. 
 
Further analysis in Appendix A-2 compares Bloomington’s “Return to Owner” 
(RTO), Adoption and Euthanasia rates for both canines and felines to ranges of 
average rates observed in other shelters within both the North Carolina statistics 
and on a national basis.  As previously discussed, Bloomington’s current facility 
statistics generate significantly higher than average numbers in the combination 
of return to owner (RTO), adoption and transfer for canines at 75.1%.  At 40.5%, 
the rate for felines is far closer to the averages but at the upper end. With the 
resulting canine euthanasia rate at 18.1% and the feline rate at 53.8% the overall 
performance is excellent given the capacity and condition of the existing building. 
 

Shelterplanners.com - image 
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PRELIMINARY SHELTER SIZING 
 
LOS (length of stay) is the predominant predictor of shelter size.  This 
relates directly to available animal care days in that each kennel or cage provides 
365. So, LOS = one animal in a kennel or cage x the number of days sheltered.   
 
An average LOS of ten (10) days for both canines and felines represents the 
absolute minimum, allowing sufficient exposure to the public to effectively 
encourage higher return to owner (RTO) and adoption rates while simultaneously 
reducing the rate of euthanasia.  At 10.9 days LOS for canines and 11.6 days for 
felines the current shelter’s performance in terms of RTO/adoption is solid and 
certainly well above minimums. 
 
In response to our online questionnaire, Ms. Ringquist listed the “optimal” length 
of stay for dogs at 10 days and for cats, 17 days.  Optimal length of stay = 
minimum LOS necessary to achieve desired rates of adoption/RTO.  In our 
experience, Laurie’s represents a typical response. It is far more difficult to find 
permanent homes for cats than for dogs and shelter managers often respond to 
this fact by requesting longer LOS for cats, often twice that for dogs. Given the 
established trends over the past five years and the positive results as seen in the 
shelter’s adoption/RTO rates, we will use her “optimal LOS” in our calculations to 
look at the resulting prediction of shelter size.  We will then present calculations 
that examine the effects of population growth on LOS over a period of 20 years 
to see if adjustments are warranted.   
 
We note here that these initial sizing calculations anticipate the basic shelter 
necessary to accommodate the number of animals projected, providing adequate 
“housing” and necessary administrative and animal support functions.  Special 
functions such as covered sally ports, space for spay/neuter and veterinary 
clinics or the Monroe County Humane Association will add to the square footage.  

Shelterplanners.com - image 
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The impact of such additional spaces on shelter size will be considered in the 
building programming portion of the study.   
 
Using our proprietary “calculator”, developed to analyze and assist in shelter 
sizing we perform, in Appendix C - “Bloomington Animal Shelter – Calculations 
Based on Existing Length of Stay (LOS)”, an analysis of projected size and cost 
of a shelter required to accommodate the 10.9 day LOS for dogs and 11.6 days 
for cats currently supported by the existing facility.  Given current statistics, the 
shelter should be 11,450 square feet in size.  This is approximately 12% more 
than the nearly 10,240 square feet of dedicated shelter space in the existing 
facility, providing some insight into its constricted nature previously discussed.  
Assuming demolition of the “old” facility and re-use of the 2004 addition, this 
would require new construction of 6,828 square feet at a projected cost between 
$1,194,900 and $1,365,600 assuming reuse of the 2004 building.  The calculated 
cost range assumes the cost of the new addition but not the cost of demolition.  
This, however, fails to accommodate the shelter’s “optimal LOS” needs. 
 
With the caveat that we will not reduce the current number of spaces for either 
species we propose for our future planning the “optimum” 10 day LOS for 
canines (10.9 to retain current LOS) and 17 for felines. We can see in Appendix 
D - “Bloomington Animal Shelter – Sizing Based on Desired LOS”, the projected 
shelter size and cost if we adopt these LOS figures.  This projects the need for a 
total shelter of some 13,490 square feet with a new addition of 8,868 square feet 
costing between $1,551,900 and 1,773,600. The total project is 20% larger than 
the existing facility. 
 
The next step is to look at the effect of time on LOS over the next two decades to 
determine if this projected shelter size will accommodate future needs. 
 
Appendix E illustrates the effects of population in 2020, if we build in 2011 the 
total of 168 spots, matching the optimal LOS for both canines and felines.  We 
see that the LOS has dropped for canines to 10 days and for felines, 15.6.  With Shelterplanners.com - image 
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the reasonable assumption the shelter will continue its progression of the past 
five years the combination of a drop in total numbers of animals served along 
with continued increases in adoption & RTO will likely offset the projected LOS 
loss projected to occur in 2020. 
 
Appendix F calculates the scenario in 2030.  We see the projected LOS for dogs 
has now declined to 9.1 days and for cats to 14.3.  This represents a further 
downward potential in LOS that, again may be overcome by continued efforts on 
all fronts; to provide foster care, increase RTO & adoptions, aggressive 
spay/neuter and engagement with rescue groups etc. but this further decrease 
warrants additional investigation. 
 
Because we will be connecting to the existing 2004 building the available 
direction for expansion is limited to the west.  Given the limited buildable area of 
available it is wise to consider increasing the initial LOS so that minimums aren’t 
met until 2030.  Doing so will provide additional initial capacity to assure the 
shelter can accommodate the community’s needs well into the future without the 
need for further additions.  Appendix F2 illustrates this approach by adding 6 to 
the dog “spots” and 20 to the cats.  By straight calculation, this establishes the 
initial LOS for dogs and cats at 12 and 20.3 respectively.  We are now assured 
there will be sufficient capacity for over 20 years.   
 
We recommend adopting this strategy in order to fully anticipate the community’s 
future sheltering needs and to provide some “insurance” that the current, positive 
statistical trends will continue. This fully supports the No Kill paradigm, which 
provides the only real potential of achieving “stasis” over the long term.  
 
When we develop the initial building program for a shelter we include and size 
the support spaces to accommodate a reasonable range of dog and cat kennels.  
While the addition of 6 spaces for dogs and 20 for cats will directly increase the 
square footage of the program, no additional space needs to be added to the 
remainder of the program so the total will likely fall short of that shown in F2. 
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Keep in mind this represents a preliminary sizing method.  More accurate 
analysis involves the development of a detailed building program. Our 
discussions with Ms. Ringquist and Mr. Sauder revealed the desire to provide 
appropriate levels of animal housing, solid support functions for both the animals 
served and staff in order to promote efficiency.  They specifically requested the 
inclusion of a space close to the stray canine area to perform temperament 
assessments.  They also believe an enclosed sally port for ACO vehicles and 
animal handling for safety and separation from the public intake lobby is justified. 
Finally, space for the Monroe County Humane Association needs to be included. 
 
We will take these issues into consideration in developing the building program.  
Before we do, however, we need to provide an overview of important 
considerations so as to set the stage for development of an addition that 
augments the adoption portion of the building that will remain. 
 
 
GENERAL BUILDING FEATURES 
 
Shelter design is critically important to achieving long term success. Newly 
developed animal shelters are highly specialized buildings designed to support 
sheltered animals in the healthiest possible environment.  They are built more 
like modern retail/medical space than past shelters that resembled a more 
institutional, “warehouse” model. 
 
From a human perspective, the impression, beginning with the exterior 
architecture, carrying through to all areas of the interior, must provide a sense of 
comfort and welcome.  The shelter should be an inviting, low stress environment 
that promotes a sense of well-being, light and airy - one that “presents” the 
animals in an attractive manner encouraging their adoption. 
 

Shelterplanners.com - image 
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With this initial “vision” in mind, a state of the art animal shelter facility should 
include seven primary functions: 
 

1. Public reception and sales of basic pet care needs for adopted animals 
2. Administrative areas including private offices for staff and Animal Control Officers 

when based at the shelter as they are at the Bloomington Shelter. 
3. Public education provisions such as classroom or multi-function meeting/training 

room or rooms (as requested) 
4. Animal receiving, including separate examination and grooming functions. 
5. Animal kennels for adoption and strays. 
6. Animal kennels for quarantine and routine observation. 
7. Clinic space(s) for shelter animal care, euthanasia, emergencies and spay/neuter 

programs (when included).  This area can become a fully equipped veterinary 
clinic/hospital if so desired. 
 
In addition, there are a number of critical design considerations which must be 
incorporated in order for the shelter to be a success.  These include how animals 
are received and housed, how the building is cleaned and disinfected, how heat, 
ventilation and air exchange are provided, how sound is controlled and how 
public circulation and staff work traffic patterns are organized.  Several specific 
decisions must be addressed: 
 

1. Kennel Layout – Proper housing in kennels requires the ability to move dogs 
from one “side” of a kennel run to a similar separate & distinct area, similar to the 
existing kennels in the Bloomington Shelter.  This affords easy, rapid cleaning 
and also offers the opportunity to provide the animals with both the comforts of a 
protected indoor environment and an “outdoor”, fresh air experience when 
temperatures are not severe.  We recommend continuing with “double” sided 
kennels of indoor and outdoor runs with communicating access. It is also 
important to arrange the kennels so that dogs do not face each other as they do 
in the current “stray” kennel in the 1970’s building.  Such an arrangement 
contributes to excessive barking and higher than safe resulting decibel levels. 

Shelterplanners.com - image 

Shelterplanners.com - image 



 22

 
2. Kennel Function – A decision regarding single or joint occupancy of each 

kennel run must be made.  While joint occupancy might appear to provide the 
ability to house more animals in less space, there are some drawbacks including 
less separation to prevent spread of disease and reduced ability for staff to 
manage the animals.  We recommend building sufficient numbers of kennel runs 
to house animals independent of each other, however, there may be a need to 
provide for some larger kennels to support litters and also for dogs that arrive at 
the shelter who are used to each other’s company.  We suggest the inclusion of 
some larger kennels to accommodate these stated needs.  Kennels must also be 
sized to provide dogs with adequate space for normal movement including; 
standing, sitting, turning and lying down without restriction from the kennel top or 
sides. 
 

3. Cat Quarters – While the most disease preventive tactic is to house cats in 
individual cages or “condos” with individual return air for each cage, the use of 
cat community display areas can greatly increase cat adoption.  The current 
approach at the Bloomington Shelter of displaying cats in “colony” rooms 
appears to be working well and confirms this latter point.  We will seek to provide 
individual cages in the holding and observation areas to be included in the new 
addition.  Separating sick from well cats will also be imperative. 

 
4. Puppy Areas – Puppies and/or small breeds should be housed separately from 

the adult dogs for disease control.  We recommend floor level indoor “runs” 
rather than stacked cages where “wiggling” puppies can accidentally fall to the 
floor below suffering possible injury.  We believe some accommodation in the 
intake and animal treatment/support area of the new addition should be 
configured to accommodate puppies & small breeds in this manner. 
 

5. Equipment and Support - Shelters today are planned to include flushing floor 
drains, air purification systems, noise control systems and long lasting, easily 
cleaned and disinfected wall and floor finishes.  These items are essential for 

Shelterplanners.com - image 
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hygienic and efficient operation. In particular, we recommend individual floor 
drains for each kennel run, both interior and exterior, to assure complete 
separation of waste water from one run to another. 

 
With this conceptual basis and the information provided by Ms. Ringquist & Mr. 
Sauder we can develop an initial building program based on the number of 
“spots” predicted in our Preliminary Sizing Analysis and the necessary spaces 
required to properly support them. 
 
Also important to our analysis are the number of shelter staff.  The attached 
staffing diagram (Appendix H) reveals the following: 
 

• 1 Director      Office required (Existing) 
• 1 Shelter Manager     Office required (Existing) 
• 1 Volunteer Coordinator    Office required (Existing) 
• 1 Behavior Consultant/Outreach   Office required (Existing) 
• 9 Kennel Staff     No Office required 
• 4 Animal Control Officers    Office required 
• Multiple Volunteers (5-10 at any time)  Gathering space required 

 
A new staff break room and a new volunteer break room will be included to 
provide those without assigned office space an opportunity to store their personal 
belongings, take breaks or simply meet in a quiet, relaxed atmosphere.  These 
areas should have access to natural light and the outdoors. 
 
In order to provide a complete listing of spaces we will include those existing (in 
the 2004 building) so that the building program is fully related to our 7 essential 
functions previously discussed.  Our analysis of costs will relate to both 
demolition and new construction of the proposed addition, assuming that the cost 
of reworking the 2004 HVAC system will be better determined by further 
examination and that any renovation to the existing building would be minor. 
 

Shelterplanners.com - image 
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To be clear, we are using the adjusted building size as outlined in Appendix F2 
with the understanding that doing so represents the optimum response to the 
anticipated numbers of animals potentially entering the shelter by 2030.  Budget 
constraints may require phasing and the impact of that decision can be 
accommodated in the design phase of the project.  We also note that this is a 
suggested space model that will require further analysis as schematic design 
progresses.  Our proposed, initial building program follows: 
 
   
BLOOMINGTON SHELTER - INITIAL BUILDING PROGRAM 

 
Accommodated in the Existing 2004 Building 

 
Public Reception and Sales 
 

  Adoption Lobby  
Vestibule           72 SF 
Lobby/Gathering         552 SF  
Reception         190 SF  
Public Toilets           90 SF  
     Sub Total         904 SF 
 
 

Public Education 
Community Education & Training Room     333 SF 
      
       

Administration 
 
Administrative Areas 

Shelter Director's Office          192 SF 
Shelter Manager's Office       182 SF 
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Volunteer Director’s Office         78 SF 
Education Director’s Office           78 SF 
Staff Break Room w/ Kitchenette      136 SF 
     Sub Total    666 SF 
 

Animal Care 
 

Animal Kennel Areas 
Dog Adoption Kennels      

13 – 4’ x 14’ - Indoor/Outdoor      728 SF 
1 - 8’ x 12'- Indoor/Outdoor             96 SF  
3 – 4’ x 4’ Small Breed/Puppies        48 SF 
 

Cat Adoption 
 Cat/Kitten colony rooms        360 SF 
     Sub Total       1,232 SF 
 

Animal Support Areas 
Dog Acquainting Room         96 SF 
Food Preparation & Laundry       110 SF 
Supplies/Storage          70 SF 

      Sub Total    482 SF  
 
    Total Existing Program 3,617 SF 
    Add Circulation + Walls 1,005 SF 
Total Area of Exiting 2004 Building   4,622 SF 
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Accommodated in Proposed Addition 
 

Public Reception 
 
Relinquishment Lobby 

Lobby/Reception/Waiting        400 SF 
Public Restrooms         125 SF 

      Sub Total     525 SF 
Administration 

Animal Control Office        200 SF 
Volunteers Break Room        150 SF 
Staff Break Room         150 SF 
Staff Toilet/Shower         120 SF 
Treatment Area Office        120 SF 
Temperament Assessment/Multi Purpose Room   200 SF 
     Sub Total     940 SF 
 

Animal Care 
 

Animal Kennel Areas (non-adoption) 
Adult Male Dog Holding Kennels      

17 – 5’ x 11’ - Indoor/Outdoor      935 SF 
  2 - 7.5' x 11'- Indoor/Outdoor (Large)     165 SF  

Adult Female Holding Kennels 
 17 – 5’ x 11’ - Indoor/Outdoor      935 SF 
   2 - 7.5' x 11' - Indoor/Outdoor (Large)     165 SF  
Dog Isolation Kennels – 4 (4x11 I/O)               176 SF  
Dog Observation Kennels – 8 (4 x 11 I/O)         352 SF  
Dog Receiving – 3 (4 x 4)          48 SF 
 
Cat Holding & Stray – 48 cages        816 SF  
Cat Observation – 9 cages        108 SF 
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Cat Isolation – 6 Cages              72 SF  
Feral Cats - 4 Cages          48 SF  
Cat Receiving – 3 Cages                 36 SF   
Small Exotic Animals – 6 cages         72 SF 
     Sub Total       3,928 SF 
 

Animal Treatment & Support Areas 
 

Animal Receiving (nic 2 holding runs/3 cages)    150 SF 
Exam/Treatment        120 SF 
Euthanasia         100 SF 
Walk-In Freezer          50 SF 
Grooming         150 SF 
Laundry         150 SF 
Animal Kitchen/Preparation – 2 @ 100 SF ea.    200 SF 
General Animal Food Storage      150 SF 
Bowl Cleaning/Disinfecting          75 SF 
Cat Litter Box Cleaning         75 SF 
Janitor + Cleaning Equipment      100 SF 
Data Server Equipment         50 SF 
Supplies/Storage/Mechanical      150 SF 
     Sub Total      1,520 SF 
 

Total Net Square Footage                     6,913 SF 
 
Grossing factor for Circulation & Walls @ .40           2,765 SF 

 
Total Recommended Shelter Square Footage         9,678 SF 
 
We note this is 1,080 square feet less than our sizing calculation in Appendix F2. 
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In order to accommodate the Monroe County Humane Association and the ACO 
sally port we need to add the following: 

 
Desired Additional Support Areas* 

 
Monroe County Humane Association Office 
 Reception/Waiting       150 SF 

3 Staff Offices – 100 SF each     300 SF 
 1 Multi-Purpose Room      200 SF 
 Storage        100 SF 
     Sub Total    750 SF 
Grossing factor for Circulation & Walls @ .25       190 SF 
     Sub Total     940 SF 
       
Garage – Sally Port        480 SF 
     Sub Total 1,420 SF 
 

Total Square Footage w/ "Desired Additions"       11,098 SF 
 
*This space is not considered part of the "core" shelter functions.  
 
 
BLOOMINGTON SHELTER ADDITION-PROJECTED CONSTRUCTION COST 
 
Our recent experience with the cost of construction for shelters of this scope 
suggests we should attach a planning budget of between $175 to $200 per 
square foot, including site work and the built-in equipment (cat cages, kenneling, 
automatic watering etc.).  We have developed a detailed breakdown of assigned 
costs by percentage obtained from actual schedules of values from shelters we 
have bid and constructed.  Refer to Appendix J attached to review the results as 
applied to the proposed program for Bloomington. Based on our analysis we 
project direct construction costs of between $1,942,150 and $2,219,600 for the 
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complete project including the sally port and space for the Monroe County 
Humane Association.  We believe an additional $50,000 should be allocated for 
demolition of the original building. 
 
Based on bid history, we generally break the costs down as follows, with the 
understanding they vary somewhat from project to project: 

 
 
Demolition   Allow         $     50,000   $    50,000 
 
Site Work   16%         $   310,744  to  $   355,136 
 
General Building  84%         $1,631,406  to  $1,864,464 
 
Anticipated Totals          100%         $1,992,150  to  $2,269,600 
 
Within the General Building Category, we find the following breakdown: 
 
General Construction 60%          $   978,844  to  $1,118,678 
HVAC    24%          $   391,537  to  $   447,472 
Plumbing     9%          $   146,827  to  $   167,802 
Electrical     7%          $   114,198  to  $   130,512 
 Totals           100%          $1,631,406  to $ 1,864,464 
 
 

There should be a planned contingency allowance of +/-5% to account for 
potentially unforeseen items, usually associated with site work, and in this case, 
demolition.  This adds between $100,000 and $115,000 to the planning budget.   
 
We therefore project that Bloomington should anticipate a preliminary 
construction budget, including contingency, of between $2,100,000 and 
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$2,400,000.  In addition, architectural and engineering fees for a project of this 
size and scope should add approximately 10% to the overall cost. 
 
FROM PROGRAM TO BUILDING PLAN 
 
During the actual building planning this initial program may require adjustment to 
properly accommodate the shelter’s needs.  Ms. Ringquist and Mr. Sauder, along 
with key staff members should be integrally involved in program review and 
should have direct input into the details of the building layout.  Their attention 
during the initial design process will affect the final sizing and juxtaposition of the 
building’s spaces and may lead to either somewhat more or less total square 
footage.   
 
The importance of a carefully designed plan cannot be overestimated as the 
functional relationships and final layout of each space will impact proper 
integration of circulation paths and shelter utility.  As we have seen with the 
impossible traffic patterns and resulting conflicts in the “old” portion of the 
existing facility the impact of poor planning is significant and can undermine the 
overall mission of the shelter.  Suggesting solutions is well beyond our scope 
here, but processes like intake/triage/isolation and observation for incoming 
animals, or normal daily movements from adoption/stray kennels to medical 
treatment or (separate) grooming, for instance, will drive the circulation patterns 
and layout thus assuring an all important efficient and healthy shelter operation. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Bloomington Animal Care and Control Shelter, in association with the 
several animal care interest groups that are currently providing support, has 
nearly every piece of the puzzle required to bring Bloomington and Monroe 
County to the status of a “No Kill Community”, most certainly a worthwhile goal.  
What is currently lacking is a solid physical plant to adequately serve as the 
central, supportive core of the effort.  
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Our analysis and projections suggest an addition that will enable the shelter staff 
to work more efficiently and thus spend more time in support of the 
adoption/RTO effort, crucial to actualizing the No Kill paradigm.  Development of 
an efficient, state of the art structure supporting the already well established 
administration and adoption functions should accelerate the process. 
 
While architectural design is beyond the scope of this study we can provide some 
insight that may be helpful in approaching the difficult problem of maintaining the 
current operation during construction.  Observation at the site along with analysis 
of a site plat suggests there is sufficient room to build some of the support space 
considered in our building program beyond the end of the “old kennels”, likely 
including intake, treatment, crucial isolation and observation dog and cat kennels 
and a new sally port and offices for the Animal Control Officers. 
 
Once this space is available for occupancy the existing kennels and the 
remainder of the “old” structure can be removed and replaced by the holding 
kennels for both dogs and cats, the Monroe County Humane Association space a 
generous link to the adoption/administration portion of the complex etc.  In this 
way the ongoing operation would be short of capacity (but not function) for a 
minimal length of time. When completed the shelter will resume its normal level 
of operation with greater efficiency and comfort for animals, staff and the public. 
 
We are including a diagrammatic view of this concept superimposed over a site 
plan. Refer to the 11” x 17” Figure 8.  While there may certainly be other 
workable concepts, this phased approach appears to provide a viable means of 
keeping the operation of the shelter going with minimum disruption to capacity. 
 
Finally, unlike the difficult and uncertain task of attempting to revive the 1970’s 
structure, the construction of a new addition will be certain to fit within 
Bloomington’s mandate for LEED certification and the desired 10 year 
investment payback. 
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Population Population Households

Population projection 2010* - Bloomington & Monroe County 131,915 51,306
Population projection 2020* 144,280 56,115
Population projection 2030* 157,803 61,375

*Population increases projected @ 1.009%/year per US Census 2000-2006 estimate basis
Responses to Statisical Questionnaire

1.  Organization Name
2.  Are your answers from 1 year or 3 years averaged? (% of Total) 1
3.  How many animals per year does your shelter serve ? 4,591
4.  How many total kennel runs do you have? 62
5.  How many total feline cages and/or "spots" do you have? 72
6.  How many canines did you serve? 45.2% 2,076
7.  How many felines did you serve? 49.3% 2,264
8.  How many "other" small animals did you serve? 5.5% 251
9.  How many "other" large animals did you serve? 0.0% 0
10.  How many canines were "returned to owners" (RTO) 18.0% 373
11.  How many felines were "returned to owners" (RTO)? 3.3% 74
12.  How many canines were adopted? 46.1% 957
13.  How many felines were adopted? 36.0% 814
14.  How many canines were transferred to other facilities? 11.1% 230
15.  How many felines were transferred to other facilities? 1.3% 30
16.  How many canines were you forced to euthanize? 18.1% 376
17.  How many felines were you forced to euthanize? 53.8% 1,217
18.  How many days do you consider to be the optimum length of stay for canines? 10
19.  How many days do you consider to be the optimum length of stay for felines? 17

Existing canine LOS 10.9 Days
Existing feline LOS 11.6 Days

Bloomingon In
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Comparison of Bloomington experience to National Averages Bloomington % Averages

2009 Percentage of Relinquished Animals by population 3.48% 3-4%
2009 Percentage of Relinquished Animals by Households 3.48% Pop/HHx.3889

Note:  Shelter Director Laurie Ringquist reports  approximately 900 animals/year from other counties 2.80% Monroe Co. %
Canines 45.2% 55%
Felines 49.3% 45%

Total % Saved
Canines RTO 18.0% 20-30%

Canines Adopted 46.1% 40-60%
Canines Euthanized 18.1% 10-40%
Canines Transferred 11.1% N/A 75.1%

Felines RTO 3.3% 10-20%
Felines Adopted 36.0% 10-40%

Felines Euthanized 53.8% 40-80%
Felines Transferred 1.3% N/A 40.5%
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Monroe Co. Population Projections

Households Year Population
50,848 2009 130,738
51,306 2010 131,915
51,768 2011 133,102
52,234 2012 134,300
52,704 2013 135,508
53,178 2014 136,728
53,657 2015 137,959
54,140 2016 139,200
54,627 2017 140,453
55,118 2018 141,717
55,615 2019 142,993
56,115 2020 144,280
56,620 2021 145,578
57,130 2022 146,888
57,644 2023 148,210
58,163 2024 149,544
58,686 2025 150,890
59,214 2026 152,248
59,747 2027 153,618
60,285 2028 155,001
60,827 2029 156,396
61,375 2030 157,803

Data derived from:
U.S Census Bureau
State & County Quickfacts
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Bloomington Animal Shelter - Existing Conditions

Year Population Animals Canines Felines Others
Census Est. 3.48% 45.2% 49.3% 5.47%

2010 131,915 4,591 2,076 2,264 251

2020 144,280 5,021 2,271 2,476

2030 157,803 5,492 2,483 2,708

Anticipated Shelter Spaces Canines Felines
Statistics Available 46.3% 53.7%

Programmed Spaces 134 62 72

Days/Year 365 365

Available Animal Care Days 22,630 26,280
(Shelter Capacity)

Length of Stay Calculations
Based on 2008 Census Data

@ 3.48% of Populaton 2,076 2,264

Available Length of Stay (LOS) 10.9 11.6

Appendix B



Bloomington Animal Shelter Calculations Based on
10 Day Length of Stay (LOS)

shelterplanners.com

Bloomington Animal Shelter - Sizing Based on Existing LOS

Year Population Animals Canines Felines Others
Census Est. 3.48% 45.2% 49.3% 5.47%

2010 131,915 4,591 2,076 2,264 251

2020 144,280 5,021 2,271 2,476

2030 157,803 5,492 2,483 2,708

Anticipated Shelter Spaces Canines Felines Rule of Thumb Shelter Sizing
Statistics Available 46.3% 53.7%

Animals SF/Animal Total SF
Programmed Spaces 134 62 72 62 115 7,130

72 60 4,320
Days/Year 365 365 Projected Shelter Size 11,450

Less Existing TB Saved 4,622
Available Animal Care Days 22,630 26,280 New Construction Req'd 6,828
(Shelter Capacity)

Length of Stay Calculations
Based on 2010 Census Data Construction Cost Calculation

@ 3.48% of Populaton 2,076 2,264 SF Cost/SF Est. Cost

Available Length of Stay (LOS) 10.9 11.6 6,828 175$            1,194,900$  

6,828 200$            1,365,600$  
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Bloomington Animal Shelter Calculations Based on
Desired Length of Stay (LOS)
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Bloomington Animal Shelter - Sizing Based on Desired LOS

Year Population Animals Canines Felines Others
Census Est. 3.48% 45.2% 49.3% 5.47%

2010 131,915 4,591 2,076 2,264 251

2020 144,280 5,021 2,271 2,476

2030 157,803 5,492 2,483 2,708

Anticipated Shelter Spaces Canines Felines Rule of Thumb Shelter Sizing
Statistics Available By LOS By LOS

Animals SF/Animal Total SF
Programmed Spaces 168 62 106 62 115 7,130

106 60 6,360
Days/Year 365 365 Projected Shelter Size 13,490

Less Existing TB Saved 4,622
Available Animal Care Days 22,630 38,690 New Construction Req'd 8,868
(Shelter Capacity)

Length of Stay Calculations
Based on 2008 Census Data Construction Cost Calculation

@ 3.48% of Populaton 2,076 2,264 SF Cost/SF Est. Cost

Available Length of Stay (LOS) 10.9 17.1 8,868 175$            1,551,900$  

8,868 200$            1,773,600$  
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2020
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Bloomingon Animal Shelter - 10 Year Projection to 2020

Year Population Animals Canines Felines
Census Est. 3.48% 45.2% 49.3%

2010 131,915 4,591 2,076 2,264

2020 144,280 5,021 2,271 2,476

2030 157,803 5,492 2,483 2,708

Anticipated Shelter Spaces Canines Felines Rule of Thumb Shelter Sizing
Statistics Available 36.9% 63.1%

Animals SF/Animal Total SF
Programmed Spaces 168 62 106 62 115 7,130

106 60 6,360
Days/Year 365 365 Projected Shelter Size 13,490

Less Existing TB Saved 4,622
Available Animal Care Days 22,630 38,690 New Construction Req'd 8,868
(Shelter Capacity)

Length of Stay Calculations
Based on 2008 Census Data Construction Cost Calculation

@ 3.48% of Populaton 2,271 2,476 SF Cost/SF Est. Cost

Available Length of Stay (LOS) 10.0 15.6 8,868 175$            1,551,900$  

8,868 200$            1,773,600$  
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Bloomington Animal Shelter  20 Year Projection 
2030
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Bloomington Animal Shelter - 20 Year Projection to 2030

Year Population Animals Canines Felines
Census Est. 3.48% 45.2% 49.3%

2010 131,915 4,591 2,076 2,264

2020 144,280 5,021 2,271 2,476

2030 157,803 5,492 2,483 2,708

Anticipated Shelter Spaces Canines Felines Rule of Thumb Shelter Sizing
Statistics Available 36.9% 63.1%

Animals SF/Animal Total SF
Programmed Spaces 168 62 106 62 115 7,130

106 60 6,360
Days/Year 365 365 Projected Shelter Size 13,490

Less Existing TB Saved 4,622
Available Animal Care Days 22,630 38,690 New Construction Req'd 8,868
(Shelter Capacity)

Length of Stay Calculations
Based on 2008 Census Data Construction Cost Calculation

@ 3.48% of Populaton 2,483 2,708 SF Cost/SF Est. Cost

Available Length of Stay (LOS) 9.1 14.3 8,868 175$            1,551,900$  

8,868 200$            1,773,600$  
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Bloomington Animal Shelter  20 Year Projection 
2030 - Optimal LOS
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Bloomington Animal Shelter - 20 Year Projection to 2030 - Optimal LOS

Year Population Animals Canines Felines
Census Est. 3.48% 45.2% 49.3%

2010 131,915 4,591 2,076 2,264

2020 144,280 5,021 2,271 2,476

2030 157,803 5,492 2,483 2,708

Anticipated Shelter Spaces Canines Felines Rule of Thumb Shelter Sizing
Statistics Available 35.1% 64.9%

Animals SF/Animal Total SF
Programmed Spaces 194 68 126 68 115 7,820

126 60 7,560
Days/Year 365 365 Projected Shelter Size 15,380

Less Existing TB Saved 4,622
Available Animal Care Days 24,820 45,990 New Construction Req'd 10,758
(Shelter Capacity)

Length of Stay Calculations
Based on 2008 Census Data Construction Cost Calculation

@ 3.48% of Populaton 2,483 2,708 SF Cost/SF Est. Cost

Available Length of Stay (LOS) 10.0 17.0 10,758 175$            1,882,650$  
These figures provide "optimal LOS" in year 2030
and are the basis for the study's building program 10,758 200$            2,151,600$  
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Range of Relinquished Animals based on Human Population "Rule of Thumb" method

2010 3.48% 3% 4%
Census Reported Rate Rate Rate

131,915 4,591 * 3,957 5,277

Range of Relinquished Animals based on Households

Household and Owner Statistics derived from "U.S. Pet Ownership and Demographics Sourcebook", 2007 Ed.
Mean % Dog Dog Mean # Dog 3% /.388934 4%/.388934

Households Owners Households /Household Population RelinquishmentRelinquishment
(.388934 x Pop.)

51,306 36.8 18,881 1.5 28,321 2,185 2,913

Mean % Cat Cat Mean # Cat
Households Owners Households /Household Population

51,306 33 16,931 2.2 37,248 2,873 3,831

Totals 5,058 6,743

Calculated Average for use in projecting Shelter Sizing Calculations 4,508 6,010

Calculated Dog & Cat Percentages of the Whole

Canines 43.2%

Felines 56.8%

Note:  Accurately predicting the precise animal population is difficult.  The "U.S. Pet Ownership and Demographics Sourcebook" is an excellent
basis, and we compare its state by state numbers against National Averages to settle on a blended count.  This "average" becomes the basis
for our Shelter Sizing Calculations.
* Note:  Shelter Director Laurie Ringquist reports approximately 900 animals per year from other counties.  Actual Monroe County % then = +/-2.8%
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                                                                              Appendix I  

 
City of Bloomington 
Animal Care & Control 

Monroe County Humane 
Association (MCHA) – 
501(c)3 housed in our bldg; 
provides education programs 
in schools, low-income 
spay/neuter assistance, 
fundraising on behalf of 
shelter, lobbies for legislative 
initiatives at state & local 
level. 

Monroe County Animal 
Management – 2 officers report 
to Sheriff but bring all animals 
to shelter; interlocal agreement 
requires they pay a percent of 
shelter expenses. 

HSUS Indiana Rep – 
often calls on us to 
assist with puppy 
mill and dog fighting 
busts.  We assist 
with manpower and 
housing animals. 

Feral Cat Friends – TNR 
provider under 
agreement with City; all 
feral cat service calls 
referred to them 

Canine Express – 
private transport 
program moving 
dogs from shelters 
in Indiana to 
shelters in the 
northeast on a 
monthly basis.  We 
send 3-10 dogs per 
month on this 
transport. 

Pets Alive Spay/ 
Neuter Clinic:  low 
cost/high volume 
clinic serving 
region; does s/n 
surgeries on 
majority of shelter 
animals prior to 
adoption. 

Town & Country 
Vet Clinic:  full 
service vet who 
does 1/5 of our s/n 
surgeries at low-
cost; also sees vet 
emergencies for 
shelter animals. 

Pet House calls 
and Bloomington 
Cat Hospital:  2 
different vets 
who each visit 
the shelter once 
per week to see 
non-emergency 
cases. 

Breed Rescue Groups – 
contacted as needed to 
pull dogs and cats from 
shelter. 

City Animal Control Commission/County 
Animal Management Commission – citizen 
committees appt by elected officials to hear 
appeals, declare dangerous dogs, act in an 
advisory capacity. 

IN Alliance of 
Animal 
Control & 
Welfare Org – 
statewide org 
of which we 
are a  member 
and LR is on 
board. 

Other vets, pet stores, 
trainers, local 
businesses, boarding 
facilities – we have the 
support of and receive 
donations or discounted 
services from several of 
these.  Several have 
helped with adoption 
promotions (i.e. Pizza 
for Pets). 

Other Shelters – 
surrounding counties 
refer their citizens to 
us and/or ask us for 
assistance (either 
pulling animals from 
them or providing 
advice/copies of 
materials, etc.) 

Media – positive 
relationships with local 
newspaper & radio 
stations to get message 
out. 



Bloomington Animal Shelter Animal Shelter Addition
Schedule of Value Estimates

shelterplanners.com

Estimated Size (S.F.): 11,098 Total Est. Cost:
Cost per S.F. (Low): $175.00 $1,942,150.00 NIC 5% Contingency
Cost per S.F. (High): $200.00 $2,219,600.00 Or Demonlition

Description of Work % of Total Item Cost (Low) Item Cost (High)

Demolition Allowance N/A $50,000.00 $50,000.00
General Conditions 4.438% $86,198.27 $98,512.31
Survey 0.163% $3,165.43 $3,617.63
Allowance: Job Sign 0.025% $483.27 $552.31
Allowance: Road Sign 0.199% $3,866.17 $4,418.48
Allowance: Refrigerators 0.119% $2,319.70 $2,651.09
Allowance: Dishwashers 0.075% $1,449.82 $1,656.93
Allowance: Microwaves 0.030% $579.93 $662.77
Allowance: Contingency 0.249% $4,832.72 $5,523.10
Site Utilities 1.314% $25,516.74 $29,161.99
Paving 3.050% $59,244.28 $67,707.74
Grading/Storm Drain/Erosion 3.497% $67,919.00 $77,621.72
Landscaping 0.910% $17,679.04 $20,204.62
Soil Poisoning 0.031% $608.92 $695.91
Fencing 1.126% $21,873.84 $24,998.68
Curb & Gutter 1.399% $27,164.70 $31,045.37
Concrete Slab 3.981% $77,323.47 $88,369.68
Exterior Concrete 1.280% $24,863.36 $28,415.27
Masonry 4.567% $88,695.82 $101,366.65
Clean Masonry 0.274% $5,315.99 $6,075.42
Bollards/Steel Ladder 0.177% $3,430.26 $3,920.30
Framing 6.760% $131,298.15 $150,055.03
Millwork 0.547% $10,631.98 $12,150.83
Hardi Trim 1.965% $38,159.13 $43,610.44
Waterproofing 0.118% $2,290.71 $2,617.95
Roofing 5.002% $97,137.61 $111,014.41
Caulks/Sealants 0.493% $9,568.78 $10,935.75
Overhead Doors 0.378% $7,341.86 $8,390.70
Storefront/Windows 1.035% $20,104.10 $22,976.12
Doors/frames 1.176% $22,833.62 $26,095.57
Door Hardware 0.786% $15,257.85 $17,437.55
EIFS 1.070% $20,780.68 $23,749.35
Drywall/Insulation 1.645% $31,948.12 $36,512.14
Ceramic Tile 0.933% $18,122.69 $20,711.64
Acoustical Ceilings 1.433% $27,836.45 $31,813.08
Urethane Flooring 3.175% $61,658.70 $70,467.09
VCT 0.257% $4,997.03 $5,710.89
Paint 1.472% $28,588.42 $32,672.48
Signage 0.129% $2,513.01 $2,872.01
Toilet Accessories 0.188% $3,655.47 $4,177.68
Lockers 0.194% $3,774.35 $4,313.54
Louver Vents 0.055% $1,069.00 $1,221.71
Flagpole 0.102% $1,981.41 $2,264.47
Access Ladder 0.124% $2,416.36 $2,761.55
Kennel Fencing 4.997% $97,041.92 $110,905.05
Cat Cages 1.991% $38,661.73 $44,184.84
Stainless Casework 2.119% $41,162.18 $47,042.49
Window Tratments 0.097% $1,888.63 $2,158.43
Plumbing 7.133% $138,542.39 $158,334.16
Mechanical 19.658% $381,784.63 $436,325.29
Electrical 8.062% $156,572.29 $178,939.76
TOTAL 100.000% $1,992,150.00 $2,269,600.00
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15-49 
RESOLUTION 

OF THE 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF THE 
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 

 
APPROVAL OF PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL FORM REGARDING LIGHTING 

UPGRADES AT THE BUSKIRK CHUMLEY THEATER, MILLER-SHOWERS PARK, 
WALDRON, HILL, AND BUSKIRK PARK, ALONG THE B-LINE TRAIL, AT THE MORTON 

STREET GARAGE, AND AT THE 7TH AND WALNUT STREET GARAGE 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Bloomington has brought the RDC a Project Review & Approval Form 
(“Form”) which seeks the support of the RDC to solicit quotes to upgrade the lighting at: (1) the 
Buskirk-Chumley Theater, (2) Miller-Showers Park, (3) Waldron, Hill, and Buskirk Park, (4) along the 
B-Line Trail, (5) the Morton Street Garage, and (6) the 7th & Walnut Garage; and 
 
 WHEREAS, a copy of the Form is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA, THAT: 
 

1. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project, as set forth in more detail in the 
attached Project Review & Approval Form, constitutes the construction and installation of 
improvements, rather than continuing maintenance. 
 

2. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project has a valid public purpose, and 
approves the Project. 

 
3. The expenditure of funds is not approved by this Resolution.  Funding will be approved at a 

later date when the Project Manager brings a Contract that has been prepared after complying 
with the appropriate City procurement process for the Project. 

 
BLOOMINGTON REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
David Walter, President 
 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________________________ 
Elizabeth Kehoe, Secretary 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
Date 
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City of Bloomington 
Redevelopment Commission 

Project Review & Approval Form 
 
Please Note: 

• Approval of the project by the Redevelopment Commission through this Project 
Review & Approval Form does not represent an authorization to begin work or 
expend funds. 

• Authorization of work and the commitment of funds shall be done when the 
Redevelopment Commission reviews and approves: (1) a Purchase Order or 
Contract prepared after complying with the appropriate procurement process for 
the type of item, service or construction being sought and (2) the estimated costs 
associated with the Purchase Order or Contract. 

• No payment of funds shall be made without a duly authorized and approved 
Purchase Order or Contract. All claims for payment against a duly authorized 
Purchase Order or Contract shall be submitted to the Redevelopment Commission 
for their review and approval along with any required departmental inspections, 
reviews and approvals prior to the payment of any funds. 

 
 
To Be Completed by Requesting Party: 
 
Project Name:  Lighting Upgrades at the Buskirk-Chumley Theater, Miller-Showers 
Park, Waldron, Hill, and Buskirk Park, along the B-Line Trail, at the Morton Street 
Garage, and at the 7th and Walnut Street Garage 
 
Project Manager:  Jacqui Bauer (Barry Collins, JD Boruff) 
 
Project Description:  
 
This is a broad project that proposes to upgrade the lighting at the Buskirk-Chumley 
Theater, several City parks (Miller-Showers Park, Waldron, Hill, and Buskirk Park), 
along the B-Line Trail, and at two parking garages (Morton Street and 7th and Walnut). 
 
While these facilities have different lighting needs, if the project is approved by the 
Redevelopment Commission, Staff intends to bid the aspects of this project collectively, 
because it anticipates savings associated with economies of scale.   
 
Existing metal halide and incandescent fixtures and bulbs will be upgraded to more 
efficient LED bulbs at all locations listed above.  Metal halide lights use significantly 
more energy and can provide lower-quality lights than LEDs. 
 
Staff believes that this will have an impact on the City in at least two ways: 

(1) The LED lighting that this project proposes to install is brighter than the existing 
lighting systems.  This should make people feel safer when using the parks, B-
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Line Trail, and parking garages which, in turn, will make people more apt to use 
those facilities. 

(2) LED lighting is more efficient than the City’s existing lighting systems at these 
facilities.  That will lead to energy savings (it is estimated that LED lights pay for 
themselves in between four and 13 years, depending on the application), and—
especially when taken in conjunction with other sustainable initiatives in the 
City—demonstrates that Bloomington is a sustainably minded place to live, 
carefully stewards taxpayer dollars, and considers evolving technology in the 
conduct of its operations. 

 
This project is a permissible use of Tax Increment, satisfying all four factors of the TIF 
Test. 

(1) It is substantial and complex work that involves the addition of new parts. 
(2) It will directly increase the value of the facilities impacted, by reducing their 

operating costs. 
(3) The upgraded LED lighting will perform as well as newly constructed LED 

lighting. 
(4) This project was not contemplated as part of the normal life cycle of the existing 

lighting system. 
 
Additionally, this is a project that would be capitalized under the IRS’s guidelines. 
 
Project Timeline: 
 Start Date:   September 2015 
 End Date:  December 2015 
 
Financial Information: 
 
Estimated full cost of project: $258,5001 
  
Sources of funds: 2015 Consolidated TIF Bond  
 Office of Energy Development grant 

($30k) 
 
Project Phases: This breakdown should mirror the contract(s) expected to be issued for 
this project. Each phase should include a description of the work to be performed, the 
cost, and the timeline for the contract. 
 
Staff anticipates one contract for lighting upgrades.2  However, the projects at the 
facilities will be prioritized to maximize the Office of Energy Development grant, which 
will partially fund the upgrades at Miller-Showers Park and the 7th and Walnut Garage. 
  

                                                 
1 If it is not possible to upgrade the stage lighting at the Buskirk-Chumley Theater, the full project cost will 
be reduced. 
2 It is possible that a second contract will be required to replace the stage lighting at the Buskirk-Chumley 
Theater, due to the specialized nature of that lighting. 
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Estimated project timeline: 
September 2, 2015:   Project approval by Redevelopment Commission 
September 3-25, 2015:  Staff obtains contractor quotes 
October 5, 20153:  Approval of contract by Redevelopment Commission 
October 31, 2015: Completion of Office of Energy Development grant-funded 

projects 
December 31, 2015:  Completion of all projects 
 
 
To Be Completed by Redevelopment Commission Staff: 
 
Approved on __________________________ 
 
By Resolution ____________ by a vote of ________________ 
 
 

                                                 
3 Grant-funded projects may begin prior to this date in order to maintain the required timeline of the Office 
of Energy Development.  



 

 

15-64 
RESOLUTION 

OF THE 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF THE 
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 

 
APPROVAL OF PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL FORM REGARDING UPGRADES TO 

THE ALLISON-JUKEBOX COMMUNITY CENTER 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Bloomington has brought the Redevelopment Commission a Project 
Review & Approval Form (“Form”) which seeks the support of the RDC to move forward and solicit 
quotes for upgrades to the Allison-Jukebox Community Center (“Project”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a copy of the Form is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA, THAT: 
 

1. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project, as set forth in more detail in the 
attached Project Review & Approval Form, constitutes the construction and installation of 
improvements, rather than continuing maintenance. 
 

2. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project has a valid public purpose, and 
approves the Project. 

 
3. The expenditure of funds is not approved by this Resolution.  Funding will be approved at a 

later date when the Project Manager brings a Contract that has been prepared after complying 
with the appropriate City procurement process for the Project. 

 
BLOOMINGTON REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
David Walter, President 
 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________________________ 
Elizabeth Kehoe, Secretary 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
Date 
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City of Bloomington 
Redevelopment Commission 

Project Review & Approval Form 
 
Please Note: 

• Approval of the project by the Redevelopment Commission through this Project Review 
& Approval Form does not represent an authorization to begin work or expend funds. 

• Authorization of work and the commitment of funds shall be done when the 
Redevelopment Commission reviews and approves: (1) a Purchase Order or Contract 
prepared after complying with the appropriate procurement process for the type of item, 
service or construction being sought and (2) the estimated costs associated with the 
Purchase Order or Contract. 

• No payment of funds shall be made without a duly authorized and approved Purchase 
Order or Contract. All claims for payment against a duly authorized Purchase Order or 
Contract shall be submitted to the Redevelopment Commission for their review and 
approval along with any required departmental inspections, reviews and approvals prior 
to the payment of any funds. 

 
To Be Completed by Requesting Party: 
 
Project Name: Upgrades to the Allison-Jukebox Community Center 
 
Project Manager: Dave Williams 
 
Project Description:  
 
The Allison-Jukebox Community Center (“Allison-Jukebox”) is a circa 1930 facility that has 
seen many adaptive reuses from swimming pool bathhouse to modern day community center, 
hosting public programming and community events. 
 
This project proposes to make a substantial investment in the Allison-Jukebox, to keep the 
Allison-Jukebox a viable site for programming and events for the foreseeable future (including 
upgrading the electrical system from its existing 1950s-era system) and to improve accessibility 
for all users of the Allison-Jukebox (including renovating the restrooms and making 
improvements to the sidewalk and entrance). 
 
The project will also put the Allison-Jukebox through a systematic process called 
“retrocommissioning” that will identify less than optimal performance at the Allison-Jukebox, 
and make any necessary adjustments.  The Allison-Jukebox will also be put through a LEED 
evaluation. 
 
Staff believes that this project will have an impact on the Allison-Jukebox and the surrounding 
area in at least two ways: 

1. Investment in the Allison-Jukebox to keep it a viable site for programming and events 
should encourage continued private investment in the surrounding neighborhood. 

2. The accessibility improvements at the Allison-Jukebox will make the facility more 
inviting for all users, making it easier for everyone to attend the events held at that 
location. 
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This project is a permissible use of Tax Increment, satisfying all four factors of the TIF Test: 

1. It is substantial and complex work that involves the addition of new parts. 
2. It will directly increase the value of the Allison-Jukebox by making it a more viable site 

for programming and events. 
3. After the project is completed, the Allison-Jukebox will perform as well as a newly 

constructed community center. 
4. The improvements that will be completed as part of this project were not contemplated as 

part of the normal life cycle of the Allison-Jukebox. 
 
Additionally, this is a project that would be capitalized under the IRS’s guidelines. 
 
Project Timeline:  
 Start Date: September 2015 
 End Date: March 2017 
    
Financial Information: 
Estimated full cost of project: $224,000 
  
Sources of funds: 2015 TIF Bond 
 
Project Phases: This breakdown should mirror the contract(s) expected to be issued for this 
project. Each phase should include a description of the work to be performed, the cost, and the 
timeline for the contract. 
 
Phase/Work to Be Performed  Cost  Timeline 
1 Project Review and Approval    9/2/15 
2 Pre-Construction Consulting and Design  $18,000 September 2015 through Q1 2016 
3 Construction  $206,000 Late Summer 2016 through Q1 20171 
 

To Be Completed by Redevelopment Commission Staff: 
 
Approved on __________________________ 
 
By Resolution ____________ by a vote of ________________ 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Construction is proposed to be scheduled in this way to avoid any conflict from a scheduling perspective with the 
summer camps that use the Allison-Jukebox. 
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RESOLUTION 

OF THE 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF THE 
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 

 
APPROVAL OF PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL FORM REGARDING UPGRADES TO 

THE BUILDING AND TRADES PARK 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Bloomington has brought the Redevelopment Commission a Project 
Review & Approval Form (“Form”) which seeks the support of the RDC to move forward and solicit 
quotes for upgrades to Building and Trades Park (“Project”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a copy of the Form is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA, THAT: 
 

1. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project, as set forth in more detail in the 
attached Project Review & Approval Form, constitutes the construction and installation of 
improvements, rather than continuing maintenance. 
 

2. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project has a valid public purpose, and 
approves the Project. 

 
3. The expenditure of funds is not approved by this Resolution.  Funding will be approved at a 

later date when the Project Manager brings a Contract that has been prepared after complying 
with the appropriate City procurement process for the Project. 

 
BLOOMINGTON REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
David Walter, President 
 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________________________ 
Elizabeth Kehoe, Secretary 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
Date 
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City of Bloomington 
Redevelopment Commission 

Project Review & Approval Form 
 
Please Note: 

• Approval of the project by the Redevelopment Commission through this Project Review 
& Approval Form does not represent an authorization to begin work or expend funds. 

• Authorization of work and the commitment of funds shall be done when the 
Redevelopment Commission reviews and approves: (1) a Purchase Order or Contract 
prepared after complying with the appropriate procurement process for the type of item, 
service or construction being sought and (2) the estimated costs associated with the 
Purchase Order or Contract. 

• No payment of funds shall be made without a duly authorized and approved Purchase 
Order or Contract. All claims for payment against a duly authorized Purchase Order or 
Contract shall be submitted to the Redevelopment Commission for their review and 
approval along with any required departmental inspections, reviews and approvals prior 
to the payment of any funds. 

 
To Be Completed by Requesting Party: 
Project Name: Upgrades to Building and Trades Park 
 
Project Manager: Dave Williams 
 
Project Description:  
 
Building and Trades Park is located near Bloomington Hospital, which in light of the Hospital’s 
announcement of its relocation, is an area ripe for future redevelopment.  One mechanism the 
City has to encourage redevelopment of the area surrounding Building and Trades Park is 
investment in the Park to make it more family friendly, and better equipped to handle the heavy 
use the Park receives associated with recreational use and sports team practices. 
 
Two significant improvements to the Park that will come from this project are: (1) the 
conversion of the existing restrooms to unisex restrooms, making the Park more accommodating 
for parents with young children, and (2) the installation of new playing surfaces so that the field 
and courts can better handle the heavy use associated with extensive recreational use and sports 
team practices. 
 
This project is a permissible use of Tax Increment, satisfying all four factors of the TIF Test: 

1. It is substantial and complex work that involves the addition of new parts. 
2. It will directly increase the value of Building and Trades Park, by, for instance, 

increasing the capabilities of the fields to handle heavy usage and to better drain water. 
3. After the project is completed, Building and Trades Park will perform as well as a newly 

constructed park. 
4. The improvements that will be completed as part of this project were not contemplated as 

part of the normal life cycle of the Building and Trades Park. 
 
Additionally, the improvements associated with this project would be capitalized under the IRS’s 
guidelines. 
 
Project Timeline:  
 Start Date: September 2015 
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 End Date: December 2017 
    
Financial Information: 
Estimated full cost of project: $233,000 
  
Sources of funds: 2015 TIF Bond 
 
Project Phases: This breakdown should mirror the contract(s) expected to be issued for this 
project. Each phase should include a description of the work to be performed, the cost, and the 
timeline for the contract. 
 
Phase/Work to Be Performed Cost  Timeline 
1 Project Review and Approval    September 2, 2015 
2 Pre-Construction Consulting and Design $8,000  December 31, 2015 
3 Construction of Restroom Upgrades $86,000  2016 
4 Construction of Other Upgrades  $139,000  2017 
 

To Be Completed by Redevelopment Commission Staff: 
 
Approved on __________________________ 
 
By Resolution ____________ by a vote of ________________ 
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RESOLUTION 

OF THE 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF THE 
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 

 
APPROVAL OF PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL FORM REGARDING UPGRADES TO 

RCA PARK 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Bloomington has brought the Redevelopment Commission a Project 
Review & Approval Form (“Form”) which seeks the support of the RDC to move forward and solicit 
quotes for upgrades to RCA Park (“Project”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a copy of the Form is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA, THAT: 
 

1. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project, as set forth in more detail in the 
attached Project Review & Approval Form, constitutes the construction and installation of 
improvements, rather than continuing maintenance. 
 

2. The Redevelopment Commission finds that the Project has a valid public purpose, and 
approves the Project. 

 
3. The expenditure of funds is not approved by this Resolution.  Funding will be approved at a 

later date when the Project Manager brings a Contract that has been prepared after complying 
with the appropriate City procurement process for the Project. 

 
BLOOMINGTON REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
David Walter, President 
 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________________________ 
Elizabeth Kehoe, Secretary 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
Date 
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City of Bloomington 
Redevelopment Commission 

Project Review & Approval Form 
 
Please Note: 

• Approval of the project by the Redevelopment Commission through this Project Review 
& Approval Form does not represent an authorization to begin work or expend funds. 

• Authorization of work and the commitment of funds shall be done when the 
Redevelopment Commission reviews and approves: (1) a Purchase Order or Contract 
prepared after complying with the appropriate procurement process for the type of item, 
service or construction being sought and (2) the estimated costs associated with the 
Purchase Order or Contract. 

• No payment of funds shall be made without a duly authorized and approved Purchase 
Order or Contract. All claims for payment against a duly authorized Purchase Order or 
Contract shall be submitted to the Redevelopment Commission for their review and 
approval along with any required departmental inspections, reviews and approvals prior 
to the payment of any funds. 

 
To Be Completed by Requesting Party: 
 
Project Name: Upgrades to RCA Park 
 
Project Manager: Dave Williams / Parks 
 
Project Description:  
 
RCA Park is well known for its existing trail system (the Early History Trail and the Thomson 
Woods Trail).  This project proposes to both improve the existing trails at RCA Park (including 
the installation of a drainage system), and design and layout a new hiking trail, which is expected 
to make the trails at RCA Park more usable more often for more people. 
 
Staff believes that the project will improve the City’s overall parks system by providing another 
excellent recreational facility for residents and that the improved RCA Park—in conjunction 
with the entire City park system—will be one consideration in the decision to relocate to 
Bloomington. 
 
This project is a permissible use of Tax Increment, satisfying all four factors of the TIF Test: 

1. It is substantial and complex work that involves the addition of new parts. 
2. It will directly increase the value of RCA Park, by improving the existing trail system, 

and creating an additional trail. 
3. After the project is completed, the existing trails will perform as well as a newly built 

trail. 
4. The improvements that will be completed as part of this project were not contemplated as 

part of the normal life cycle of RCA Park. 
 
Additionally, this is a project that would be capitalized under the IRS’s guidelines. 
 
Project Timeline:  
 Start Date: September 2, 2015 
 End Date: December 31, 2018 
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Financial Information: 
Estimated full cost of project: $85,000 
  
Sources of funds: 2015 TIF Bond 
 
Project Phases: This breakdown should mirror the contract(s) expected to be issued for this 
project. Each phase should include a description of the work to be performed, the cost, and the 
timeline for the contract. 
 
Phase/Work to Be Performed   Cost  Timeline 
1 Project Review and Approval     9/2/15 
2 Design and Construction   $80,000 2016 – 20181 
 
 

To Be Completed by Redevelopment Commission Staff: 
 
Approved on __________________________ 
 
By Resolution ____________ by a vote of ________________ 

                                                 
1 At this point, Staff expects that one contract will be awarded for the Project, but that the work itself will take place 
over a three year period and be conducted in a way that minimizes the interruptions to users of the Park. 


